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PREFACE 


Interest in the social implications of the Christian 
religion has greatly broadened since 1895, when I began 
the publication of a series of articles on Christian 
Sociology in the “American Journal of Sociology.” 
These articles, after changes, were published as The 
Social Teaching of Jesus in 1897. Although Free- 
mantle, Westcott, Abbott, Strong, Ely, Herron, Hill, 
and Gladden‘had aroused the conscience of the church 
to its social obligations, so far as I know this volume 
was the first attempt in America to study systemati- 
cally and exegetically the bearing of the gospel mate- 
rial upon social institutions. The interest in the sub- 
ject was extended by the notable works of Peabody, 
Rauschenbusch, Vedder, and Ward. At the same time 
social science was rapidly developing and the place of 
religion among social forces and controls was being 
more sharply defined in a considerable literature, both 
sociological and psychological. As important as these 
two types of studies was the application of historical 
methods to the study of the New Testament in order 
to appreciate the social and religious forces which 
affected its authors and the early stages of the Chris- 
tian movement. 

The field in which these various investigations over- 
lapped has become one of special significance because 
of its bearing upon the interpretation of Jesus and the 
meaning of his work. My interest in the subject led 
to the publication of a number of volumes, among them 
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The Church and the Changing Order, The Messianic — 
Hope in the New Testament, The History of New 
Testament Times in Palestine, and, with Professor E. 
D. Burton, The Life of Christ. It was, however, the 
study of the revolutionary spirit, in preparation for my 
volume, The French Revolution, 1789-1815, that par- 
ticularly convinced me of the bearing of social psychol- 
ogy upon the study of Jesus as a factor in the develop- 
ment of civilization. This little book is the outcome of 
this conviction. It replaces my Social Teaching of 
Jesus, although I have not hesitated to use some por- 
tions of this older work. 
S. M. 
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JESUS ON SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS 


CHAPTER I 
THE REVOLUTIONARY SPIRIT IN THE TIME OF JESUS 


In the year 27—or was it 29?—of the era to which 
he was to give his name, a carpenter, just entering full 
maturity, closed the door of his shop in Nazareth and 
stepped into history. Two hundred years later men 
were to believe that he was the incarnation of God 
born without earthly father. In a thousand years they 
were to regard him as the God-man who by his death 
made it possible for God to forgive those whom he 
selected from a rebellious and lost humanity. In less 
than two thousand years he had been worshiped by 
thousands of millions of men and women who believed 
that they had miraculously drunk of his blood and par- 
taken of his flesh. But of all this none of his friends 
and acquaintances in Nazareth had any thought. To 
them Jesus was a carpenter, the son of a carpenter; a 
member of a rather large family, none of whom had 
given any indication of exceptional ability. 

Jesus was born in one of the great moments of his- 
tory. A few years before his birth a young man with- 
out title had seized the political institutions of the 
Roman Republic, had gradually accumulated power 
which made him master of legislation and head of the 
army in a vast state. About the time when, as a boy, 
Jesus visited Jerusalem with his father and mother, an 
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old man of seventy was passing laws against bachelors 
and calling upon his general to give him back the 
legions lost in the Teutoburg Forest. When he was a 
man of twenty, the young Germanicus, after establish- 
ing the Roman power on the left bank of the Rhine, 
had died not far from Nazareth, poisoned by a rival. 
When he was thirty, a Roman Emperor had disarmed 
the ancient kingdoms of the East and had established 
a peace that continued for centuries, marred only by 
political revolts of professional soldiers. For the first 
time in history an age of commerce and culture sprang 
into existence. The little strip of land, halfway across 
which Jesus lived, and over which for millennia armies 
had marched to defeat or victory, had become the 
channel through which the Far East poured its com- 
merce and gold into the West. 

To ell this transformation Jesus was apparently in- 
different. While a new world was in the making he 
was an unnoticed carpenter in a small town without 
history and without traditions. Yet his abiding sig- 
nificance was to be determined by these changes. As 
a Jew he shared in conditions set by the new epoch. 
For, without leading revolt, he was to live and teach 
in the atmosphere of revolution, use the language of 
revolution, make the revolutionary spirit the instru- 
ment of his message, and organize a movement com- 
posed of men who awaited’ a divinely given new 
age. 

From such activities sprang Christendom. 


I 
Jesus and his words must be understood in accord- 
ance with historical relativity. Teachings directed to 
conditions which have been outgrown may not be ap- 
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plied directly to others, but the principles which such 
specific teachings expressed are his message to a world 
of which he never dreamed. 

To discover these principles one must not look for 
“historical backgrounds.” The approach to a true un- 
derstanding of Jesus-is through social psychology, and 
particularly through the messianic hope of his people. 
And the messianic hope is a phase of the psychology of 
revolution. To understand it one should be a student 
of revolutions.” Now all revolutions are preceded 
by and spring from the same social attitudes. A new 
class consciousness is evoked by a sense of political, 
economic, and social inequality; propaganda arouses a 
spirit of revolt; a sense of injustice breeds the desire for 
revenge; an enthusiasm for some abstract ideal pro- 
vokes a series of outbreaks that attempt to realize the 
hopes and avenge the wrongs of an oppressed group. 
A social order with such psychology enters upon actual 
revolution as it overcomes existing authority. If the 
privileged classes control a government strong enough 
to maintain itself against outbreak, revolt is crushed 
and the fermenting yeast of a revolutionary minority, 
if not destroyed, is again hidden. If the government 
shows weakness either by ill-granted concessions or 
inability to put down disorders, radical change in polit- 
ical and social conditions will follow. | 

The history of Judea for more than the century and 
a half beginning with the days of Herod I is an illus- 
tration of the former of these pre-revolutionary situa- 
tions, just as France in the eighteenth century is an 
illustration of the second. Rome crushed the revolu- 
tionary movements in Palestine; the Bourbons and the 


1See Mathews, French Revolution, 1789-1815, pp. 75sq.; LeBon, 
Psychology of Revolution; Lombroso, La Crime politique et la 
Révolution; Edwards, The Natural History of Revolution. 
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old régime were crushed by the French middle class. 
But the approach to all revolutions is through a study 
of a conditioning psychology. 


iT 


Jesus lived in a glorious and creative period. Rome 
had looted the East and inaugurated a period of fever- 
ish commercial development never reached before. For 
the only time in history Western civilization was not 
military. The Empire evolving from the Republic 
included in itself practically all of Kurope south of the 
Rhine and the Danube, and all Asia and Africa that 
once constituted the Arabian and Turkish Empires. 
For the only time in history the vast territory enjoyed 
a single administration. As social orders go, it was 
sane and wholesome. Nations that had for centuries 
been engaged in war had turned themselves to com- 
merce, art, literature, and the amenities of a genuine 
civilization. To a considerable extent there was local 
self-government, although national codes had been 
modified in the interest of a superimposed Roman sys- 
tem which had crushed any attempt at nationality. 
One nation alone refused to be repressed. 

The little tetrarchy of Galilee and the little procura- 
torial province of Judea were on no distant frontier, 
but in the center of the political history of this vast 
Empire. Whereas Gaul was newly emerging from the 
condition described by Caesar, the eastern lands of the 
Mediterranean possessed the most highly developed 
civilization of the times. It was there that the fate of 
the Empire and Western civilization had been set- 
tled. For a hundred years there was hardly a great 
Roman who was not made or broken at the eastern 
end of the Mediterranean. Caesar, Pompey, Crassus, 
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Anthony, and Augustus had all there fought decisive 
battles. . 

History has moved westward in these later days, 
and the Near East has become an international lia- 
bility, but in the days of Jesus it was still prosperous. 
The coast cities from Jaffa to Antioch were alive with 
commerce. Around the little Sea of Galilee there 
were nine cities of considerable size. Galilee, no larger 
than many an American county, was said to have over 
two hundred villages and small towns, as well as four 
walled cities. The ancient Holy Land had ceased to be 
a land of a single people. Its Greek population was as 
numerous as the Jewish, and the traveler stands in 
amazement before the ruins of noble cities in what is 
now all but a wilderness. Everywhere the efficiency of 
Rome was in evidence. ,Order had been forced upon 
Palestine as upon other states. 

The Jews were no more oppressed than other na- 
tions, and in fact were granted a number of special 
privileges which Josephus describes at length.* Their 
prejudices were respected. They were given full reli- 
gious privileges and were not forced to sacrifice to the 
genius of the Republic. With the exception of Judea 
and Samaria they were under native rulers. Their 
cities were being rebuilt, disorders of all sorts were 
effectively put down, and they were enjoying a prosper- 
ity which they had never known before. 

But while other nations coerced into prosperity 
accepted the control of Rome submissively, the Jews 
grew restive. In this they were not unique. India 
objects to the efficiency of British rule; Korea chafes 
under the prosperity brought by Japan; the Philip- 


* Mathews, New Testament Times in Palestine, 141sq. Various 
decrees favoring the Jews are given by Josephus, Ant. xiii, 9:2; xiv, 
mormiy, 10. xiv, 125) xvi,.6;% xix, 55. xx, /1:2. 
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pines seek independence from the American control 
which has established schools and order. Indeed, most 
nations which have never exercised strong self-govern- 
ment become restless and often revolutionary when 
given order and prosperity by some efficient conqueror. 
Enjoying blessings which while independent they have 
not been able to achieve, they long for independence. 

This was the psychology of the Jews in Palestine. 
They looked back more than a millennium to the days 
of David and Solomon with passionate regret. Their 
little state, which had then been able to maintain its 
sovereignty for a few years, was idealized with all the 
sentiment with which men themselves incapable of 
achieving great things look upon the deeds of their an- 
cestors. Instead of peace and municipal growth, the 
Jews could see only the policeman and the soldier. In- 
stead of prosperity, they could see only the tax col- 
lector. Instead of freedom of worship, they could see 
only the Temple guard of Roman soldiers who kept 
them from religious massacres. Instead of cities like 
Caesarea, Samaria, Tiberias, and those of the Decapolis, 
they could see only the standards of the foreign power. 
Their suppressed nationalism turned to the praise of 
their past, the glorification of David, and the hope for 
the reéstablishment of a Davidic dynasty through the 
aid of their God. Thus was revolution in the making. 
The terrible days of 66-70 a.p. and 135 a.p. were its 
result. 


IIt 


Prosperity was not evenly shared by all classes in 
Palestine. Large sections of the cities were populated 
by Greeks who were gaining commercial advantages. 
Among the Jews themselves there was developing a 
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class whose economic interests were increasingly those 
of the controlling non-Jewish population. The Sad- 
ducees, although they supplied the high priests, cannot 
be understood as merely a group of religionists; nor 
were they, like some of their countrymen, mere satel- 
lites of the Herods. They represented the conservative 
capitalist group, given position by religious privilege, 
which refused to share in the theological development 
centered about the exposition and codification of Jew- 
ish law favored by the lay group of Pharisees. They 
clung tenaciously to the older type of Mosaism, re- 
garded the law as binding because of the oath taken in 
the days of Ezra, and magnified the class interests of 
the priestly families to which they belonged. Like all 
those who monopolize economic privileges, they looked 
with suspicion upon the new growth of education. To 
them the legalistic system which was ultimately to find 
codification in the Talmud represented an expanding 
idealism which threatened political disturbances. 
Their interests, like those of similar classes in every 
age, were inseparable from the institutions of the past, 
and they preferred the worship of the Temple with 
its ritual to the new ethics of the Synagogue with its 
insistence upon Jewish exclusiveness. And from the 
point of view of social quiet they were wise. Revolu- 
tion lay in the path of the Pharisee and his policy of 
deepening the Jewish spirit. 

Over against this relatively small privileged class 
were great masses of the people whom the administra- 
tion was to control and make support the state. The 
elaborate city rebuilding demanded income, and income 
could come from taxes alone. In a country without 
organized industry, taxes must largely take the form of 
customs. Even the reduction of taxes under Herod I 
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had not removed the ubiquitous tax collector, the 
visible evidence of an alien government. Agriculture, 
fishing, and trading gave no opportunity for the organi- 
zation of labor, but every opportunity for the spread of 
discontent. In the modern sense of the word the pro- 
letariat did not exist, but the great mass of the inhab- 
itants of Judea were poor. They crowd the pages of 
Josephus, poverty stricken, without means of improv- 
ing their condition. They had little food to eat, little 
clothing to wear, poor houses in which to live. As in 
Ireland of a century ago, emigration was the sole escape 
from the economic pressure which was the price of 
imperial splendor. It was natural that there should 
have been a growing hatred of everything that stood for 
the inequitably distributed prosperity. It was not 
simply that the masses of the people abhorred Rome 
and its administration; their hatred extended to those 
who in any way represented the taxing power.” Even 
the use of the Temple treasures to relieve unemploy- 
ment failed to placate them.” When the great revolt 
broke out in 66 «.p., the high priest was a victim of mob 
violence. Archives with their mortgages were among 
the first objects destroyed. 


IV 

This spirit of discontent with political subjection 
and economic inequality expressed itself in preparation 
for revolution and catastrophe, popularly known as the 
Messianic Hope. Religious education, political insur- 
rections, and a cryptic literature were its means. 

1. A religious movement is never an end in itself. 
It springs from needs. Men undertake to organize 


* Josephus, Jewish War ii, 17:2-5. 
“ Josephus, Ant. xx, 9:6, 7. 
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themselves and their religion in such a way as will 
bring certain desired ends to pass. Judaism was no 
exception to the rule. Within it was a new develop- 
ment of the original movement of Ezra to codify the 
customs and institutions which determined the relation 
of the Hebrew people with their God. A Utopian 
- nationalism was in the making. The separation of the 
people of Judea from the Samaritans as well as all 
pagan people was a primary obligation. The develop- 
ment of the general Mosaic Code into detailed statutes 
was intended to develop a sense of national solidarity 
and exclusiveness through the worship of Jehovah. 
Judaism was not an academic system of religious teach- 
ing, but an exposition of the divinely appointed way 
by which Jews and Jews alone were to prepare for 
national greatness. 

One form of this preparation was educational, the 
work of the Pharisees. 

The Pharisees were the outcome of the nationalistic 
movement.” They originated in the loyalty to the 
national worship of Jehovah which had led to the 
uprising under Simon the Maccabee and the Pious. 
For a few years under the later Asmoneans they con- 
stituted a definite political group within the nation. 
After the institution of the Roman control, though 
deprived of political significance, their essential char- 
acter was not changed. They formed a group of non- 
priestly, lay associates, insisting upon a rigid ethnic 
and religious exclusiveness in every aspect of life. To 
this end they set themselves seriously by a detailed 
application of the Law to enforce a ceremonial cleanli- 


® See not only the older discussion in Schiirer, The Jewish People 
in the Time of Jesus Christ, but Herford, The Pharisees; Lauterback, 
The Sadducees and the Pharisees; Riddle, Jesus and the Pharisees; 
Jackson and Lake, The Beginnings of Christianity, I, 35-136. 
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ness which opposed contact with anything that was not 
Jewish. Although never numbering more than six 
thousand members, this association of the “Separated” 
became progressively the leaven of an anti-gentile 
nationalism. As opposed to the conservatism of the 
Sadducees who preferred to restrict religion to the wor- 
ship of the Temple, the Pharisee sought to develop in 
the synagogues an intense Judaism utterly distinct 
from the life of any other nation. The hostility 
between the two groups was thus more than that dif- 
ference in doctrine of which Josephus* speaks. Such 
differences were not wanting, but beneath them 
dominant social attitudes were found. 

The purpose of the Pharisaic movement cannot be 
found in mere interest in academic discussion or hyper- 
conscientiousness or even religious universalism. Such 
elements were present, but back of the acute and 
elaborate discussion of the scholars of Judaism is to be 
seen a psychology bent on applying the Law—both 
written and traditional—to the Jewish religious life, 
so that the nation might be judged by its God to be 
worthy of the empire of the world. The Pharisees even 
sought to establish a universal religion by the conver- 
sion of the Gentiles to Judaism. To this end they 
expanded educational ideals and methods through the 
synagogue. This in itself was not to favor revolution, 
but it furthered a revolutionary complex by its devel- 
opment of a national class consciousness, a sense of 
injustice, a hope for supremacy, and a centering of 
attention upon customs and regulations which pre- 
pared a people and its non-Jewish adherents for the 
divine overthrow of enemies. From this point of view 
it is easy to see why the rank and file of people were 

° Ant. xviii, 1:3-5; War ii, 8:2-14. 


THE REVOLUTIONARY SPIRIT 21 


under their influence.” Doubtless they made the 
appeal which so frequently attends any claim of 
intellectual superiority, but there was something deeper 
than this. The ignorant am-ha-aretz, the masses, who 
did not know the law, could not keep it. Thus unwit- 
tingly and unintentionally they were holding back the 
day of deliverance. Yet only as the whole nation could 
keep the law could the divine interposition be expected.” 
Therefore the Pharisees turned, though without much 
hope, to the extension of a knowledge of the Law 
among the masses. 

The political bearing of such a religious complex is 
obvious. Whatever may have been the Pharisees’ 
thoughts of the life after death, all individual motives 
for righteousness were supplemented if not submerged 
in the belief that members of a nation must be holy if 
the nation were to be the master of the world.” Such 
a mastery was quite impossible unless God miracu- 
lously granted his assistance and leadership. But such 
divine interposition would be impossible until the 
nation itself kept the Law, the outstanding evidence of 
God’s favor. 

2. The second form taken by the revolutionary 
nationalism was that of insurrection. The records of 
the time abound in tales of abortive uprisings as one 
generation after another produced leaders or groups 
who sought to “tread on the neck of the eagle.” These 
revolts had been speedily and terribly crushed by the 
Roman administrators of Palestine, but they were to 
continue for a generation after the time of Jesus until 

7 Josephus, Ant. xiii, 10:5, 6. 

8 Moore, Judaism, I, 282; II, 72, 158, mentions this, but only 
incidentally. 


® See, for instance, Psalms of Solomon, 1:5-9; 2:3, 5, 8; 4:5; 7:2, 
8 :9-14, 
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the later Roman procurators proved incapable of 
repressing them, and the whole land blazed into civil 
war which lasted from, 66 to 70 a.p. and was stamped 
out only by Titus himself. And even this repression 
was temporary. It was not until 135 a.. that the 
Jewish nationalism was finally extirpated in the 
tragedy that brought about the death of the great 
Rabbi Akiba, who had thrown in his lot with Bar 
Kozibar, whom he hailed as the expected Deliverer. 
Josephus *° in accounting for the outbreak of 66 A.D. 
declares: “What most stirred them up to the war was 
an ambiguous oracle which was found also in their 
sacred writings, that about that time one from their 
country should become ruler of the world.’”’ Doubtless 
the reference here is to the Book of Daniel, which at 
that time seemed to have a wide circulation. Josephus 
describes also a movement apparently among the 
younger Jews during the troubled times which fol- 
lowed the banishment of Archelaus in 6 av. The — 
leaders were a Judas of Gamala, a Galilean, and a 
Pharisee named Zaduk. Josephus, in describing this 
movement, says: “Its disciples agree in all other things 
with the Pharisaic notions but they have an inviolable 
attachment to hberty, and say that God is their only 
ruler and Lord.” ** Only the existence of a widespread 
feeling of revolutionary discontent could account for 
the repeated appearance of “prophets” and outlaws 
who could, like Theudas a few years after Christ, lead 
a great company into the wilderness in the expectation 
of miracles, or like the Egyptian who promised his fol- 
lowers that he would stand on the Mount of Olives 
and cause the walls of Jerusalem to fall.** That the 
people were subject to propaganda also appears from 


1° War vi, 5, 4. 
SPIANL. OXViy oy. 
13 Ant. xx, 8,6; War ii, 13, 5; cf. Acts 21:38. 
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the obscure words of Josephus,’* in which he speaks 
of a “body of wicked men cleaner in their hands but 
more wicked in their intentions, who destroyed the 
peace of the city no less than did these murderers (the 
Sicaril), for they were for innovations and changes.” 

This instability of the popular mind, this readiness of 
the masses to gather about some leader, are plain on 
the pages of the New Testament, and undoubtedly 
constituted a real danger in the minds of the govern- 
ment and the privileged classes. In fact it lay beneath 
the formal charge brought by the members of the 
Sanhedrin against Jesus as one “perverting the nation 
and forbidding to pay tribute to Caesar, saying that he 
himself is Christ a king,” and as “stirring the people, 
teaching throughout all Judea, beginning from Galilee 
to this place.” ** 

All of these facts point in the same direction, namely, 
a revolutionary attitude of a large portion of society, 
a sensitiveness to political and economic inferiority, a 
hope of deliverance which would make the Jews the 
rulers of the world, a fusing of these expectations with 
the faith that God would empower the nation by 
miraculous leadership and strength to accomplish the 
revolution and the conquest which should make their 
and his kingdom possible. The leader, himself empow- 
ered for his task by the spirit of God, was known as the 
Messiah—the “Anointed.” 

Nothing is more unpalatable to the revolutionary 
mind than administrative details. It wants absolute, 
abstract ideals. When these ideals represent a condi- 
tion believed to have been lost, their emotional appeal 
is tremendous. Discontented masses are not swayed 
by programs of administration, but by the promised 


Sy arity 13.) 4. 
44 Luke 23:2-5. 
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resurrection of lost privileges. The social philosophers 
of the eighteenth century found it in the natural man 
and natural rights. The Social Compact, anything but 
a codification of tribal customs, set forth an ideal which 
stirred men to replevin rights wrongly enjoyed by kings 
and nobles. The Marxian socialist sees in capital loot 
taken from and to be retaken by the laborer. The 
Jew’s hope was that of a new nation given imperial 
control over a conquered world through the aid of the 
God of Abraham.*” 

3. This hope had its literature. The so-called 
apocalypses are its code language. They undertook 
to comfort a nation in distress by setting forth the 
coming triumph of the nation in the language of 
visions. This apocalyptic literature was deeply reli- 
gious, but in outlook it was political rather than theo- 
logical. There is no little discussion as to whether the 
apocalypses represented the abnormal experience of 
the writers, but such a view is less tenable than that 
the apocalypse is a literary form in which the revolu- 
tionary spirit could express itself without danger of 
punishment. Detached from the psychology of the 
nation, this literature has been interpreted as if it 
represented a new form of the Jewish religion. This 
is a mistake. It was the code language of the revolu- 
tionary spirit. The literature of prerevolutionary 
epochs is frequently cryptic. Visions with their sym- 
bols are a familiar literary device, and apocalyptic 
literature from the days of Daniel to the revolution in 
Ireland is no exception to the general rule. It is an 
attempt to express and incite the revolutionary spirit 
by the appeal to religion or its substitute. 

The empire to be established as the kingdom of God 


1° Tt is this picture of expected glories that Edwards, Natural His- 
tory of Revolution, calls “the revolutionary myth.” | 
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was not heaven, but a kingdom of Jews on the earth. 
Yet the apocalyptic pictures of its triumph break 
across politics into supernaturalism. Jewish hopes 
were not based merely upon the processes of social 
revolution, but upon the actual power of God. Here 
supernaturalism reached still further into history. The 
kingdom of God, that is to say, the social order in which 
his will was perfectly done, was still in heaven where 
angels were its: perfect subjects. Yet even in heaven 
there had been revolt, from which had come a second 
superhuman kingdom, that of Satan. As God wished 
to do people good and establish righteousness, so 
Satan wished to do people harm and establish wicked- 
ness. Thus a dualism emerged which was not philo- 
sophical. With no other patterns for his thought than 
those given by his political experience, the Jew turned 
for material for his theological thinking, not to cos- 
mology but to politics. History became a struggle 
between two rival superhuman beings. With the evil 
being or Satan were allied the fallen angels and the 
earthly enemies of Judaism. With God were the 
Jews. 

Only one empowered by God could be trusted to 
vanquish oppressors and the supernatural powers 
behind them. This interplay of transcendental and 
political conceptions appeared in the outcome which 
the Jew expected. There was to be cosmic struggle 
between God and Satan as well as between God and 
Romans, and the final outcome was to be a new heaven 
and a new earth in which the Jewish nation under the 
leadership of the Messiah was to be supreme over a 
crushed and bleeding world. 

Naturally such a literary medium tended to the 
bizarre and illogical. Unrestrained by the decorum of 
literal expressions, committed to supernaturalism, the 
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seer permitted his mind not only to revel in images, 
but also in situations which themselves were symbolic. 
If patriots were to be thought of as sheep and 
oppressors as birds of prey, it was not difficult to believe 
that the author of the visions had mounted to heaven 
under the conduct of an angel. If the glories of the 
ancient nation were to be revived and the hated politi- 
cal masters massacred, the apocalyptist felt free to see 
the individual Jews brought back from the dead to 
share in the new nation. He could picture an abyss of 
burning fire for the giants and devils and bad people 
and Romans. All reserves set by a sense of reality were 
abandoned, and the apocalyptist surrendered himself to 
the intoxicating hope of a heavenly deliverance and 
a heavenly Deliverer. 

It is possible to abstract from this literature a toler- 
ably consistent view of the future,** and if one is indif- 
ferent to the actual psychology from which the 
literature sprang, it is not difficult to find in it non- 
political expectations of the future which may well give 
rise to doubts as to the writer’s sanity. But there is 
no evidence that even in their wildest pictures of com- 
ing glory the Jews looked forward to anything funda- 
mentally different from the sort of life which they were 
then living.*” Certainly they were not swayed by the 
Hellenistic views of heaven and hell which were sub- 
sequently appropriated by the Christians and used to 
give content to biblical expressions. Insofar as reli- 
gion can be discovered in the apocalyptic system, it is 
a political hope involving supernatural and all but 
super-rational elements. Even though the Davidic 
Prince is less in evidence in the later apocalyptic liter- 


16 Mathews, The Messianic Hope in the New Testament, pt. 1; 
Charles, Eschatology (1899), chs. v-viii, esp. pp. 299-305. 
*7 See, for instance, Enoch 10:10-17. 
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ature,’* to erect apocalyptism into an independent reli- 
gious conception and to speak of its eschatology as if 
it were something akin to the. modern premillennialism, 
is to read back into Jewish hopes ideas which were 
impossible until strictly nationalist hopes had been 
abandoned. The apocalyptic literature, like the reli- 
gious nationalism of the Pharisee and the direct action 
of the Zealots and “robbers,’ was an expression of a 
revolutionary psychology. The cause of a people was 
the cause of God, its enemies were supported by Satan, 
and the coming triumph of Jewish institutions was to 
be due to divine assistance of a holy nation in a war 
that a Messiah should lead through massacre to- victory. 
For this great day Pharisee and rebel alike sought to 
prepare the nation. 

To a mind dominated by syllogistic consistency, such 
a complex of war, politics, religion, cosmology, Persian 
dualism, and religious symbolism seems so logically 
inconsistent. as to be incredible. The Greek had his 
eschatological pictures of heaven and hell, his philoso- 
phy and his mythology, his politics and his Golden 
Age, his Necessity and his gods. But he never con- 
fused them. Farthest possible was he from feeling 
that they would unite in the divine establishment of a 
Greek superstate, among whose inhabitants would be 
those who had been brought back from Sheol. To the 
Jew the revolutionary complex was one of dynamic 
hope colored by the desire for revenge in the name of 
justice. 


V 
It does not aid an understanding of Jesus to abstract 
a severely scientific and detailed eschatological system 


18 Cf. Case, Jesus. 
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from this psychology. Its really significant elements 
are simple: (1) the defeat of Satan by God; (2) the 
defeat of the Romans by God’s aid given to the Jews; 
(3) the complete establishment of the will of God in 
the Jewish people by observance of the Mosaic law, 
as a preparation for the divinely established Jewish 
kingdom; (4) the reliance upon force, violence, and 
massacre to bring about this social order. 

Obviously with such a conception, God is primarily 
interested in enforcing his law and punishing those 
who do not keep it. His love is directed toward a 
nation and his virtues are those of a sovereign. He is 
to be feared rather than loved. His salvation was the 
establishment of a Jewish empire. His appointed 
Deliverer was to be a conqueror. 

But one fact is not to be ignored. No genuinely 
revolutionary psychology is pathological. Idealism, 
passionate and religious, was in this revolutionary 
psychology of messianism. Theology and philosophy 
were only incidental. The future was not to perpetu- 
ate the present. God was to save. Injustice and irre- 
ligion were to end. This is the glory of Judaism. 
Beside it the pictures of a past Golden Age with which 
contemporary poets of Rome sought to gild the rule 
of Augustus seem dilettantism. The religous faith of 
the fellow citizens of Jesus was desperately in earnest. 
In it lay human values that needed to be reinterpreted 
rather than opposed. To accomplish this proved to be 
the task and opportunity of Jesus. He taught men 
who were already committed to discontent with exist- 
ing social conditions to have faith in the power of God 
to establish a new age. He was a leader of a band of 
hope. 


CHAPTER II 
JESUS AND THE REVOLUTIONARY SPIRIT 


The sympathies of Jesus lay with men swayed by 
this revolutionary psychology. In time he joined 
them. He must have been aware of the serious nature 
of such a step. He must have known how insurrection 
had risen only to be crushed; how “robbers” had organ- 
ized short-lived revolutions; how Judas of Gaulanitis 
and a Pharisee named Zaduk had headed a revolt, “‘pro- 
fessing an inviolable devotion to liberty, saying that 
God was their only ruler and lord.” None the less he 
joined a mass movement under the leadership of John, 
a young man of his own age, who suddenly emerged 
from the wilderness of Judea as the prophet of the day. 

A Nazarite, living on the rudest fare and clothed in 
the rudest garments, John issued no call to arms, but 
assumed the rédle of a prophet. Around his birth, as 
around that of Jesus, were to gather stories of super- 
natural appearances, but of John himself we have only 
fragmentary information. Yet upon one thing the 
traditions of the Christian church and Josephus alike 
agree. He became the center of a mass movement of 
those who awaited the new Age. His message was not 
a call to social transformation, but to preparation for 
the impending Judgment Day. Men who awaited the 
interposition of God in national affairs were not to 
precipitate a revolution. The deliverance would be 
the act of God himself. Those who would share in 

29 


30 JESUS ON SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS 


its joys were to repent, profess their new hope by sym- 
bolical bath, and lead honest and generous lives. 

Beginning somewhere in the lower Jordan valley, 
John worked his way northward, drawing to himself 
crowds of the less privileged. The intelligentsia saw 
in him only an object of half-hearted inquiry. When 
he told them that he was not the expected leader, they 
apparently had no further concern about him as a 
prophet, and he continued northward, throwing back 
upon the crowds that followed him their own fears and 
hopes. Day after day he sounded the call to prep- 
aration by repentance, until, as he reached almost the 
frontier of Galilee, the Galileans began to come to him. 
Among them were several young men from the towns 
on the northern coast of the Sea of Galilee. Presently 
Jesus heard of the prophet of the Reign of God and 
himself joined the movement. Such an act was expen- 
sive. It cost him his occupation, his family, and 
ultimately his life. But he had found one who uttered 
his own deepest convictions: that the kingdom which 
the Jews awaited was not to be born of violence and 
acquisitiveness, but was to be God’s gift to those who 
were prepared to enter it. To him, as to John, the 
revolutionary spirit was not to be insurrectionary, but 
spiritual. Living as he did in the midst of a restless 
people, eager to revolt, he had neither led nor joined 
any revolutionary undertaking, but now, among all the 
revolutionary hopes and programs he saw John’s as the 
expression of reality. He joined it, professing his faith 
by baptism. 


I 


The paucity of information leaves us without any 
complete story of the succeeding events, but there has 
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come down to us a memory of a crisis within his own 
spirit. Whether because he saw the limitations of John’s 
message, or whether, as was most likely, he experienced 
one of those measureless transformations in which a 
man’s deepest emotions and faith find unified self- 
expression, Jesus no sooner had joined the followers 
of John than he felt himself the superior of John. John 
had been a prophet of the coming Christ. Jesus felt 
that he himself was to be that Christ, the one empow- 
ered by the resident spirit of God to found his kingdom 
when the hour for its founding should strike. 

For men detached from social agitation, to whom 
history is the criticism of documents, such an experi- 
ence is to be explained rather than shared. But such 
neutrality forbids safe interpretation. It is one thing 
to write a treatise on socialism, and quite another to 
lead a socialist party; it is one thing to judge a his- 
torical movement in retrospect, and another to found 
the movement itself by the sheer power of individu- 
ality. Jesus was one of the rare men of destiny to 
whom the full significance of power came like a burst 
of thunder. One moment they are what they have been 
since boyhood, accumulating unconscious sympathies, 
developing unwittingly potential powers. And then 
in a moment of emotional crisis all these inner forces 
find a mission and a significance. Only those who 
themselves have'been swept away by supreme enthusi- 
asm for a new world-order can appreciate such a new 
self-consciousness. The ordinary man’s moment of 
spiritual rebirth is a rivulet compared with Niagara 
when set over against the moment when Gautama, 
under the bo-tree, received the enlightenment, 
Mahomet had his first vision, and Jesus, at his baptism, 
felt himself to be the Son of God. 
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His first duty was the preparation of expectant souls 
for the coming kingdom. 


II 


Jesus reshaped the revolutionary hopes in the 
crucible of his own individuality. No longer was he 
to be the small-town artisan. He was the prophet of 
the coming kingdom, the embodiment of its true char- 
acter, the revealer of the way by which it was to be 
entered, the organizer and teacher of those expectant 
souls who sought to enjoy its heaven-born privileges, 
its Judge and King, the conqueror of Satan. 

When John had suffered the fate of prophets, men 
flocked to Jesus. In him, as in his predecessor, they 
saw the possible fulfilment of their hopes. 

Only the victim of an ill-selected major premise can 
see in the creative spirits of history the mechanical 
mixture of contemporary social forces. Personality can 
never be reached by analysis. In the processes of 
life the individual is creative and entire, as well as 
the heir of origins and environment. Superficially, 
Jesus and John had many resemblances. Both were 
in large measure the product of the religious and 
political ferment of their day. Both refused to sanc- 
tion violence. Both made rigid ethical demands upon 
those who would enter the expected kingdom. Both 
were the centers of popular movements. Both fell 
victims to the fears and resentments of the privileged 
classes. But religious history was to gather about 
Jesus. The explanation of this fact lies in the differ- 
ence between the two personalities. John had not 
that experience which so clearly set Jesus apart as a 
sanctifier of the revolutionary spirit of his people. 


* Mathews, The Spiritual Interpretation of History, 111-18, 168 seq. 
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He was content to decrease. Jesus was to be a Deliv- 
erer.” 

Only a keen mind can join a revolutionary move- 
ment and distinguish between its constructive and its 
dangerous elements. Jesus would have found it much 
easier to become a “practical” idealist. This has been 
the office of many men who have contributed to the 
progress of human welfare, too often at the expense 
of their own idealism. They have been forced to 
utilize that acquisitive passion and appeal to that uni- 
fying hatred which are so potent in all revolutionary 
movements. But to the mind of Jesus both the desire 
to acquire rights and the passion to injure oppressors 
were dangerous. His teaching started with the revolu- 
tionary idealism of his fellows, but it immediately 
broke with many of their hopes. He might easily have 
appealed to.their sense of injustice and bidden them to 
go out and seek their rights. When a depressed 
minority gains mastery it is seldom the party of 


fraternity and tolerance. But Jesus chose to lay , 
emphasis not upon the acquisition of rights, but upon | 


the attitude which leads men to share rights. To him 
brotherliness was more than brotherhood.* 

Similarly he might have attempted to coerce people 
into a better way of living. It would be difficult to 
name a more subtle temptation. It dogs the steps 
of all idealists and too often has turned social saviors 
into terrorists. But Jesus refused to appeal to force. 
The spirit of the Lord which had come upon him gave 
him power to heal the sick, to free the captive and to 
preach the gospel to the poor. 

1. To appreciate his appeal to the hope for the 


*The Fourth Gospel in its earlier chapters is an exposition of 
this difference between John and Jesus. 
* Dickie, The Constructive Revolution of Jesus. 
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coming of the day of justice, one must start from the 
expectation as socialized among his fellow countrymen 
already described. They expected that God would 
empower a man by his resident spirit to become the 
savior of his people and the founder of his kingdom. 
They believed also that this national salvation was to 
be accompanied by the defeat of Satan, to whom their 
sufferings were ultimately due. As this Empowered 
One, Jesus had to determine his réle. If he were to 
be more than magician or mahdi or fanatic, there was 
laid upon him the obligation to disclose to his followers 
just what sort of kingdom of God they were to expect. * 
He shared in and started with their expectation of 
the great transformation. He endeavored to set forth 
the true nature of the divine interposition in history. 
The perception of this task explains why during the 
first half of his brief public ministry he spoke so fre- 
quently about the Kingdom of God and the defeat of 
Satan. He was not introducing a new conception; he 
was giving new content to revolutionary psychology. 
To this end he spoke in parables, endeavoring to show 
the true nature of the kingdom of God both he 
and his hearers expected. And this he made pellucidly 
clear by his central analogy: God was not an emperor 
but a father; the reign of God was not so much a 
kingdom as a triumph of the goodwill of God in human 
affairs. 

If we could look at this announcement without our 
theological inheritances, its audacity and courage would 
appear startling. Jesus had discovered love as a domi- 
nating force in nature and history, and he clung to it 
despite the tragedy of his own experience. The cross 


“This is the meaning of his so-called temptation: Matt. 4:1-11; 
Lk. 4:1-13. It might much better be called the choice of a mission, 
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was to be its symbol. Before it the military and 
sanguinary methods of the zealots, the socialized hatred 
of the masses, and the religious nationalism of Phar- 
isaism alike disappeared. If, as he had experienced 
it, the dominating quality of the will of God is love, 
then whoever wishes to enjoy its privilege must him- 
self love. That was all the preparation necessary for 
sharing in the new world-order. If men could only 
believe it they could move mountains! 

Thus by a single change of pattern Jesus trans- 


formed the revolutionary hope into a sacrificial social- | *~ 


mindedness. In his mind the perspective of his teach- 
ing was fixed. His conception of the kingdom of God 
as a perfect world-order—now, alas, only in heaven— 
in which the goodwill of God is supreme did not 
remove him from the current of his contemporaries’ 
hopes, but it gave new direction to their faith. So long 
as they believed that the divinely wrought revolution 
would be a new Jewish empire they could think of 
God and duty only in patterns of the soldier and the 
executioner. But if they thought of that great event 
as the establishment of goodwill, they would think 
of their relations to God in the patterns of the parent 
and the child, and of their relations to each other as 
that of brothers. 

2. Like his contemporaries, Jesus believed that the 
establishment of the kingdom of God as a gift from 
God would occur before the generation to which he 
spoke should have passed away.’ His immediate 
followers never doubted this. They were sure that 


5 Mk. 9:1 and parallels; Matt. 10:23; Mk. 10:62. Matt. 24:34 
may refer to the destruction of Jerusalem, but not so Matt. 23:36. 
On this entire matter see Mathews, The Messianic Hope in the 
New Testament, ii; Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus, 
xix; J. Weiss, Die Predigt Jesus vom Reiche Gottes. 
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they lived at the end of an historical epoch and that, 
as Paul said, each day their salvation drew nearer. 
They did not even expect that they would all die. 
If the words attributed to Jesus which express this 
same expectation are really his—and no-critical method 
which would omit them would leave him the extraor- 
dinary character he must have been—his teaching 
was directed to those who thought that the kingdom 
of God, with its catastrophes and triumphs, was close 
at hand. 

Such a conclusion has given rise to questions as to 
his mental health. Indeed, to those who would 
interpret Jesus from their observation of pathological 
psychology and who see in him only the sort of man 
who suffers from delusions of magnificence, his per- 
sonality must seem neurasthenic.” For any man 
who to-day believes that the end of the world is 
immediately at hand and who attempts to construct 
a morality on that basis seems a victim of mental 
incapacity. But in all such interpretations of Jesus 
there lurks the assumption that everybody who be- 
leves in the approaching end of the world is not only 
mentally unbalanced, but incapable of _ trust- 
worthy moral distinctions. The answer to such a pre- 
supposition might possibly be found in the fact that 
sane and able men have believed in the approaching 
end of the world and have relentlessly carried on their 
undertakings under such a conviction. But one must 
examine Jesus more in detail and study his mental 
processes in some other way than that of the generali- 
zation which characterizes men who are obsessed with 
interest in mental disease. Certainly, as a man of 


* Bundy, The Psychic Health of Jesus, gives general criticism of 
the discussions of this view. 
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genius he never stepped across the limits of cold 
sanity.’ His mental processes and attitudes are as 
distinguishable from those of the fanatic as they are 
from those of the modern scientist. Whatever hold the 
sense of the immediacy of the Empire of Miracle had 
upon him, and however much he appealed to a similar 
belief on the part of his followers, such a belief was 
not the cause of his teaching that God is love and that 
love is a practicable basis upon which to build human 
life. Such convictions do not originate in any belief 
in the approach of crisis, but are sharpened by a loss 
of the sense of time. I heard once of a young man 
who was told that he was the victim of an incurable 
disease and that life at best could be but of a few 
months’ duration. As with most men, a sense of the 
approaching sudden end of life aroused the dominant 
characteristics of his character. He promptly took 
his savings and went on a prolonged spree. In so 
doing he was consistent with his suppressed and ill- 
regulated true self. With Jesus, though the tempta- 
tion to appeal to violence was real, and Peter’s urging 
of current messianic programs he declared was some- 
thing over which he might stumble;* though in the 
last tragic hours of his life he told his followers to buy 
swords, to none of these impulses did he himself 
yield.. The effect of his expectation of the approach- 
ing end of time was to focus the timeless elements of 
faith and purpose. On the one hand, he tried to make 
real to the would-be revolutionists who shared in this 
belief that the kingdom when it came would be a 
divine family full of love. And on the other hand he 
persistently taught that love, as the characteristic of 


* Cf. Murry, Jesus, Man of Genius; Ludwig, The Son of Man. 
iK.S: 7382, 33: 
e Lk; 22: 35-38. 
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God, was the indispensable characteristic of those who 
would enjoy his reign. A timeless ideal was set forth 
as unaffected by time. 

A revolutionary psychology always deals with abso- 
lutes. Jesus’ detailed application of love to social 
institutions may have been conditioned by his expecta- 
tion of the speedy coming of the new age—how little 
evidence there is of this we shall see later—but such 
a belief was an element in the historical situation which 
conditioned his activity and his words. He taught love 
as a timeless attitude to those who believed in such 
temporalities as war and education in regard for law. 

Jesus found in his own experience a censor of the 
psychology which he shared and to which he appealed. 
He looked to God as the ultimate basis of all future 
blessing, and God he knew as a father rather than a 
king. This conviction, born of the study of the 
prophets *° and reénforced by his own experience, pre- 
vented his full acceptance of the revolutionary hopes 
of those who followed him. The defeat of Satan could 
be shown in cures, but the reign of God was to be 
established by God himself. Human effort would not 
bring it in. Ideals need not be adjusted, therefore, to 
social processes. The passionate desire on the part of 
the people for a better social order with better institu- 
tions and better authority could be analyzed by Jesus 
because he felt within himself the spirit of the 
Heavenly Father. All elements in the hopes of his 
times that were inconsistent with this filial experience 
he rejected. 

He sublimated the social passion of his following. 
The calm of the philosopher, the careful balance of 
the investigator, the neutral weighing of evidence, were 


Ciel. 2: 
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not to be his portion. He told men who longed for 
justice in a new age and expected it to come through 
the interposition of God by miracle and bloodshed 
and national supremacy, that God would indeed inter- 
vene, but not in the way they expected. In form their 
hope was justified, but its content was to be repu- 
diated as out of keeping with his own experience of the 
divine spirit. They were to prepare for the imminent 
kingdom of God, but their preparation was the posses- 
sion of a love like that of the Father who would give 
them the kingdom.** It was as if Jesus said to those 
who hoped for a new social order: You are right in 
expecting that God will have a part in the develop- 
ment of such an order, but you are wrong in your 


conception of the method he will adopt in establishing ° 


it. You think that the reign of justice and righteous- 
ness will come through the road of violence, blood, 
and war. When it has really come men will realize 
that God is love and that brotherliness rather than 
coercion is the true basis for human relations. You 
think of God as having given laws which can be 
expanded into minute statutes and that the day of joy 
and deliverance will come when men keep these 
statutes and so make a perfect Jewish nation. On the 
contrary, such effort tends toward pride and hypocrisy. 
The way to do God’s will is to love others and to do 


to them as you would like to have them do to you. | 


Your ideal is that of a great empire which involves 
the bloody triumph of the Jewish people and the 
terrible punishment of all their enemies. God’s will 
will not be dene on earth, until men love their enemies 
and are determined rather to be just than to oppress, 
to be brothers rather than masters. 

11 Matt. 5:44-48. 
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In making his own experience the test of human 
hopes much of his teaching became disillusionment, 
a correction of the expectations of his followers, an 
establishment of a new perspective of hope of divine 
salvation, a heralding of the true preparation for 
membership in the kingdom God would establish. It 
is not safe to conjecture that if he had been dealing 
with people of a different mood and epoch he might 
have expressed his ideals in other language. He never 
would have emerged from other social forces. One 
cannot, for instance, imagine John, the Evangelist, 
as a second Plato rather than a young Galilean, a 
Son of Thunder, filled with revolutionary expecta- 
tions. Jesus was not dealing with abstract truth, 
but with young Jews on fire with revolutionary 
expectations which they had unified with their reli- 
gious hopes. 


III 

Jesus not only adopted the messianic-revolutionary 
point of view, but he also adopted what might be called 
the revolutionary technique, and, like John, formed 
his group (ecclesia) of sympathizers. He chose those 
already full of the revolutionary spirit, who awaited 
the coming kingdom. He dealt with passions and 
social trends rather than with the intellect. He was 
no lecturer to classes. He was the initiator of a group 
movement of such of the discontented as had his faith 
in God and his love for men. 

How significant this new association was in the 
minds of its members appears in the promptness with 
which the vacancy, caused by the suicide of Judas, 
was filled.** From the very earliest days there was 

2 Acts 1:15-26. 
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no break in the new community.’* Jesus was in truth 
an agitator. His organization of the Twelve and of 
the Seventy was for the purpose of systematized 
propaganda. But here he faced the inability of the 
very persons he was drawing into a movement to 
appreciate his real purposes. He himself saw clearly 
that he was playing with fire—nay, that he had come 
to cast fire on the earth. Unless he could persuade 
these swarming masses and ambitious intimates that 
the ideal for which he stood was not what they thought 
he represented, his very movement would involve him 
against his will in political uprising. The situation in 
which Jesus the agitator found himself was potential 
tragedy. 

His point of contact with the religious life of the 
people was in the range of revolutionary hopes, but 
these, when recast for his own use, were too absolutely 
moral and non-resistant for those he taught. 

The early appeal of Jesus was to the masses for the 
purpose of selecting kindred spirits to compose this 
following. His position was parodoxical. On the 
one side he became a center of popular agitation and 
crowds, but on the other side he refused to utilize the 
crowds for revolutionary organization or mob violence. 
Such a method must have seemed to men favoring 
direct action wasteful and futile; to those responsible 
for the social order it must have appeared ominous. 
To them anything like popular agitation and crowd 
psychology threatened society. 

Nor was their apprehension without justification. 
Those expectant revolutionists who gathered about 
Jesus, and awaited his establishment of the new 
empire which God assured, never looked upon him as 

18 Acts 2:41-47; 4:32-35. 
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a mere teacher of social reform. The more one con- 
siders his history, the more obvious does this fact, so 
unpalatable to many interpreters, appear. That which 
bound his disciples together was not a school of 
thought, but the expectation that Jesus would 
assume the messianic rule. It was on this faith he 
built his group.** On their part, they attached to him 
their own transcendental nationalism. They believed 
that he was the Christ incognito. Each day they felt 
might be the dawn of the Great Day when he would 
restore the kingdom to Israel. They even quarreled 
about the offices they might hold in the new empire. 

Thus we do not see in Jesus the instigator primarily 
‘ of social change or one who discussed morals in 
general. He was correcting a dynamic idealism already 
existent. His teaching is intended not for the reflec- 
tive, but the active soul. Those to whom he still 
appeals are men and women who want God’s will done 
in the ending of injustice, and who count their lives . 
cheap if goodwill can be put in control of human 
affairs. To a group of such persons in his own day 
he spoke with warning and with inspiration, but not 
as a maker of social programs. He transformed the 
revolutionary spirit into a new moral attitude prea | 
nant with social implications. For indifferent souls 
he had and has no message except to abandon indif- 
ference and share in his hope for a better social order 
prepared for those ready to impregnate conduct with 
the goodwill of God. 


14 Matt. 16:18. The translation “church” is misleading. 


CHAPTER III 
JESUS ON SOCIAL ATTITUDES 


Jesus reshaped a revolutionary mass psychology by 
the instruction given a group devoted to him. Any 
discovery of its content must inevitably follow the 
line of sound historical criticism, for none of our 
gospels is uninterpreted narrative. The materials 
which the gospels came by a process of selection to 
contain give plenty of evidence that in the course of 
its transmission across two or three generations, 
Christian tradition was unconsciously as well as deliber- 
ately interpreted by Christian teachers and _ tran- 
scribers. 

After all caution has been observed, it is not difficult 
to find what is beyond fair question Jesus’ thought, 
though we may not be so sure of his precise words. If 
we once place Jesus in the social and economic milieu 
of his times, only incidental differences are to be dis- 
covered between what is more probably his thought 
and what is more probably the interpretation of his 
disciples. That the little group about him never 
completely grasped his point of view is repeatedly 
evidenced in the gospel narrative, but that Jesus 
thought like a modern liberal theologian or sociologist 
is impossible. 

But it is easy to overdo this historical criticism and 
unconsciously to presuppose mechanical standards of 
judgment. ‘Though the beliefs of the early church 
as to what Jesus taught cannot be ruthlessly detached 
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from his thought because a modern critic would have 
thought otherwise, it is unsafe historical practice to 
say that a great soul cannot pass beyond the beliefs of 
the period from which he emerged, however indebted 
to them he may have been. And certainly Jesus can- 
not be reduced by any Procrustean use of historical 
conditions to one who never rose above the level of con- 
temporary thought. Otherwise he would have been 
only another unknown. 

Sharing the messianic revolutionary psychology of 
his people, and gathering a group of those already 
possessed of a desire for a new world order, Jesus, like 
every leader, was forced to determine the particular 
~ social attitude which he should evoke in his followers. 
In this determination he was laying a foundation for 
social institutions, for they are the all but inevitable 
precipitate of attitudes. He was not discussing virtue - 
in the abstract, but human passions and hopes. He 
was joined by those who believed not only that God 
was about to establish a new world order, but that they 
themselves were the blessed minority who would espe- 
cially benefit by the establishment of that order. 
Such a group, like all possessors of the revolutionary 
complex, on the one side was acquisitive in that it 
sought rights and advantages and, on the other hand, 
was liable to be brutal. Men who have suffered injus- 
tice have always been ready to exact terrible payment 
from their oppressors. Revolutions are not made of 
rosewater. 

Jesus believed the opposite. 


I 


If we are really to understand Jesus we must not 
“regard him as primarily interested in setting forth a 
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system. His real aim was practical—the preparation 
of men for the kingdom, the coming of which they 
already expected. He was not concerned with truth 
for truth’s sake. He was not a philosopher but an - 
organizer of a group on fire with radical hopes. His 
final teaching was for them. 

The failure to recognize this simple fact accounts 
for much needless discussion of the teaching of Jesus. 
In order to find general social directions men have 
undertaken, by a severe criticism of the documents, 
not only to distinguish between the teaching which 
comes from him and that which represents the early 
Christians’ belief as to what he had taught, but also 
to speak as if he were engaged in general religious, | 
instruction something after the fashion of Socrates — 
and Plato." 

In reality there are two strata in the teaching of 
Jesus: that intended for those not his adherents and 
that given to the group of sympathizers he had 
attracted from the masses. 

His teaching of those not his followers was a call 


1 This would be an overstatement if the results of Sharman, The 
Teaching of Jesus about the Future, were to be adopted. According 
to Sharman, Jesus foresaw the destruction of Jerusalem and the rise 
of messianic claimants as elements threatening the national well- 
being. As over against this, he believed that the kingdom of God 
would be “the ultimate product of certain forces which require 
favorable conditions and long time for their complete outworking.” 
The conditions within his own generation were so favorable for 
the working of these forces that some of his disciples “would live to 
see development of the kingdom not now expected by them.” The 
Day of Judgment, Sharman believes, is not in the teaching of 
Jesus proper, but is traceable to other sources. Practically all the 
strictly eschatological teachings of Jesus are centered around the 
coming of the Son of Man which by his disciples came to be identi- 
fied on the one hand with the destruction of Jerusalem and on the 
other with the kingdom of God. The most significant element here 
is the distinction which Sharman makes between the destruction of 
cenit and the coming of the Son of Man and the kingdom of 

od. 
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to realize the approach of God’s active control of 
human affairs. Like John, he began his ministry with 
the call, “The kingdom of God is at hand; repent and 
believe the good news.” * There is no indication that 
this call to repentance was accompanied by any 
detailed moral teaching. At the beginning of his 
work in Galilee his address in the synagogue at 
Nazareth was also to the effect that the time was ful- 
filled for the beginning of the messianic era.” The 
result of this preaching was to separate his hearers 
into those who were ready to believe in his message 
and those who were not. Of the former he organized 
a group of intimates who were those to be specially 
instructed and sent forth as heralds of the same mes- 
sage. And this division between those of different atti- 
tudes he expected to the end of his career.* 

As the crowd gathered about him, he not only called 
them to repentance, but spoke to them of the real 
nature of the kingdom which they might expect. Some- 
times this was in parables, a form of literature which 
he adopted with the distinct purpose of protecting his 
message from those that might misuse it.” He thus 
made a sharp distinction between the people in general 
and his group of friends who had the right to know the 
“mysteries of the kingdom.” Doubtless one reason for 
the adoption of the use of analogies was the desire to 
protect himself against any action that might savor 
of political revolt.” But itis also clear that he expected 
that there would be among the crowds that heard him 


2 Mk. 1:14, 15. 

8 Lk. 4:14-23. 

“Matt. 10:34-89; 24:32-41; 25:1-13. 

5° Mk. 4:10-12; Matt. 13:10-17. 

* A memory of this fear is to be found in Jn. 6:15. That the 
anxiety was not without basis is to be seen in the charge by which 
he was brought forth to trial before Pilate. 
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those who would perceive his real purpose and become 
his followers, ready for instruction.’ The general 
character of these public announcements is thus a call 
to interest in his mission. If a man did not believe 
that the kingdom of God was close at hand, he would 
not be ready to welcome Jesus’ further teaching. If 
a man was not willing to abandon his family and 
friends, he was not ready to be one of the immediate 
group about Jesus. Thus Jesus first attracted and 
then sifted those who were eager for the coming of the 
kingdom of God. 

There was another appeal which Jesus made to the 
crowds that gathered about him, his power to cure 
the sick. Lacking, as his contemporaries did, any 
scientific knowledge of disease, they naturally 
accounted for its appearance by reference to devils, the 
visible representatives, men thought, of the kingdom 
of Satan. How far this belief in demonology extended 
is apparent to all those acquainted with the history of 
the period. Mental diseases in particular were regarded 
as indication of demoniacal possession. Thus any 
ability to heal disease, especially “demoniacs,”’ would 
naturally be regarded not only as an evidence of 
supernatural power, but an indication of being either 
the prince of the evil forces or the representative of 
the kingdom of God. The cures wrought by Jesus 
became thus an appeal to the people in general as an 
indication of more than prophetic power on his own 
part. He declared that this power of casting out 
demons showed that the kingdom of God had drawn 
nigh. His power over Satan was thus evidence not 
only of his messianic office, but of his performing mis- 


* This is the natural implication of Mk. 4:23, “Any man that hath 
ears to hear, let him hear.” Cf. Matt. 18:9; Mk. 4:9; Lk. 8:8; Matt. 
11:15; Lk. 14:35. 
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sianic work. ‘The literary and religious authorities, 
however, regarded him as a representative of Beelze- 
bub, the prince of the demons.* Such an interpretation 
gave occasion for Jesus to make public announcement 
that he represented the kingdom of God, but he fol- 
lowed such teaching only by general admonitions.’ He 
left the crowds to put their own interpretation on 
what he himself regarded as the exercise of a messianic 
power which waited God’s time for full expression. 

The chief appeal which he made to the people at 
large, however, was not so much the miracle as the call 
to repentance. That was indeed the sign of Jonah.” 
And repentance was the obverse of a trust in God’s 
love. Poor and simple though a man might be, he 
could enjoy the divine fatherliness if he chose. God 
cared for a lost soul as a shepherd cared for a lost 
sheep, a housewife for a lost coin, a father for a lost 
son; and there was joy in heaven, Jesus declared, 
when the lost was found.** 

The replies of Jesus to inquiries from other than 
his immediate following were determined by the atti- 
tude of the questioner. If the question came from 
hostility its answer was likely to be polemic, or one 
of warning. His first interest was to discover whether 
the inquirer showed potential loyalty to the expected 
kingdom. When this loyalty was present, as in Zac- 
chaeus, the person became at once a follower, ready 
for the more specific teaching as to conduct consistent 
with such faith. Jesus refused to be, so to speak, a 
general practitioner in morals. 


8 Mk. 3:22-30. 

° Such a view does not attempt to answer the critical question 
as to whether Matt. 12:33-37 and 43-45 are associated with the 
immediately preceding discussion of the unpardonable sin. 

*°Matt. 12:38-42, 16:4; Lk. 11:29-32. 
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II 


This deliberate choice of method brings into sharp 
relief the necessity of understanding the attitudes 
presupposed by such teachings as he gave his followers 
rather than the masses. 

1. Below all his teaching was the sympathy which 
identified Jesus with the unfortunate, the poor, and 
the oppressed. He saw them as they saw themselves, 
sheep without a shepherd, sick that must be cured, 
despised who must be given self-respect, discontented 
who must hope, futureless who must have faith in a 
better day to come. Jesus is out of perspective when 
placed against any other background than this atti- 
tude. He had no smug confidence in a prosperity- 
giving providence. He has suffered the fate of the 
prophets. The respectability of his own day killed 
him and the respectability of our day has appropriated 
him. But he has no message of comfort for those 
who substitute self-complacency for moral discontent. 
He was not sent to call the righteous, but the sinners, 
to repentance. The crowds heard him gladly because 
they saw in him one of themselves who brought them 
a message that set no conditions of learning or social 
status. 

This sympathy with the unprivileged, this participa- 
tion in their hopes, explains Jesus’ call to sacrifice. His 
central message is to those with privileges, and it is . 
that of voluntary participation and sharing. There 
is in his words no call to thrift or demand for rights. 
He was not a labor leader or a leader of revolt. Living 
in the midst of revolutionists, leading those who shared 
his revolutionary hopes because of their faith in God, 
he did not cheapen his appeal by promising wealth 
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or comfort. The true riches which he promised were 
the enjoyment of the love of God and the exercise of 
a love like his. A dilettante in morals could possess 
the Age-life he sought only when in desperate earnest- 
ness he gave his property away. 

2. The basic attitude which Jesus sought to develop in 
those who joined his group was that of absolute faith 
in the goodwill of God. This was central in his own 
experience. When once he had discovered what was 
the will of the Father he could find joy, and promise 
to those who would follow his teaching and bear his 
yoke the same peace of soul.** This faith in the good- 
will of God was not derived from any hope of the 
speedy coming of the Kingdom. The latter belief 
might have been accompanied with the fear of God’s 
severity. This love of God Jesus could see in nature ™* 
and in human relations.*” It could be trusted to pro- 
vide for even the humblest needs of those who were 
preparing for the kingdom of God. For them there 
was no need of anxious thought.** In the synoptic 
gospels this faith has no touch of mysticism. It is a 
trust born of a conviction. Possessing it, one prays 
and expects to receive good gifts. Jesus, however, 
does not tell his disciples to pray for moral strength 
or spiritual qualities. He is ethical rather than con- 
templative. He does not promise men new emotions, 
although when one is grateful to God for forgiveness 
it 1s evident that divine forgiveness has been acquired.*" 
His primary test is whether a person has the same sort 
of attitude in human relations that God has in his. 
’ His followers are to be “perfect as their Heavenly 


12Mk. 10:17-22 and parallels. 19 LK 11: le 
43 Matt. 11:25-30. 1° Matt. 6:31-34. 
14 Matt. 6:26-30. . +7 Lk. 7:36-50. 
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Father is perfect,” ** that is, possessed of sacrificial 
social-mindedness. Without this faith in God the 
ethics of Jesus would never have been taught. 

3. In the character of God lies the justification of 
goodwill and love on the part of those who await the 
kingdom. Such an attitude is the very contradiction 
to acquisitiveness, force, hyprocrisy, lust, and all the 
other attitudes that lead a person to treat others as 
means rather than ends. Such love is not to be identi- 
fied with emotion, although emotion must, of course, 
be involved within it. It is a willingness to treat 
others as persons rather than as means, and to make 
one’s own good coordinate with the good of all others 
involved in the same situation. Men are to do to 
others as they would like others to do to them; they 
are to love people whom they do not like. They can 
develop a moral attitude which is superior to any 
passing sentiment. In the course of time it may be 
that the proper sentiment may follow the moral good, 
but. Jesus did not teach his immediate followers to 
wait for such an emotion. They were to take the 
initiative in establishing friendly relations with ene- 
mies and “brothers” alike.*® Forgiveness was to be as 
frequent as repentance.** Duty was no measure of 
social service.** 

Such teaching was given by him only to those 
already committed to his announcement of the 
approaching kingdom of God. With them, anything 
that assured their entrance into the kingdom would 
arouse emotional interest. If Jesus had bidden them 
turn to arms, their enthusiasm would have made them 


18 Lk. 6:36; Matt. 5:48. 2° Matt. 18:21-35. 
*° Matt. 5: 23-26, 44; 18:15-17,  7* Matt. 17:5-10. 
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militant, but he told them to treat their enemies and 
their oppressors in the way of love. Proper hope and 
trust would give them the necessary motive to attempt 
to put his teachings into operation. 

Jesus recognized that such an attitude involved the 
probability of suffering. Devotion to it would arouse 
the enmity of those who held other views. He fore- 
told frankly the outcome in his own case and theirs.** 
Whether they ever fully grasped his meaning prior to 
his execution may well be doubted, but after his death 
his followers committed themselves to this teaching. 
They turned from acquisitiveness and violence, pre- 
ferring to be poor and to die rather than violate the 
spirit of Jesus which they possessed. 


III 

It is his elevation of love that gives Jesus his place 
as a social teacher. Yet it has never been made central 
in the theology of the Christian church. There is not 
a creed or a confession that emphasizes it. The belief 
in God the Father became a belief in the first and 
unbegotten Person of a metaphysical Trinity. Belief 
in his love has been replaced by an appeal to God’s 
mercy in the name of Christ who died for sinners. The 
belief in the triumph of a kingdom of love and right- 
eousness has been replaced by expectation of joy in 
heaven or torture in hell. That is to say, in the course 
of its development the group of followers whom Jesus 
inducted into the mysteries of the kingdom has given 
less attention to the teaching of Jesus than to the 
nature of his person and his work as an atoning Savior. 
To be sure, attempts of men like St. Benedict and St. 
Francis to make the teaching of Jesus dominant in a 


72 Mk. 13:9, 11-18. Cf, Matt. 24:9, 18; Jn. 15:21; 16:2. 
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community of spiritually loyal persons have resulted 
in institutional interests and spiritual exclusiveness, 
yet Christians in their vital religion have always recog- 
nized his revelation of God as love and heard his call 
to make love an element of their lives. For the religion 
of Christians has never been restricted to their dogmas. 

But if it be hard for those who are committed to 
faith in Jesus to appreciate and apply his central teach- 
ing as to love, how much more difficult it is for those 
who have no such loyalty, who repudiate his leadership 
and see only the imperfect morality of those who pro- 
fess Christian ideals! To Nietzsche, love is a sign of 
weakness and the will to power is more to be desired. 
To men who have shaped the destinies of nations, 
power and deceit have seemed far more practicable 
than arbitration or the sacrificial giving of justice. 
There can be no compromise at this point. A man is 
for Jesus or against him. If love is not in the nature 
of things it is weakness; but if it is what Jesus taught, 
it is the ultimate dynamic. 

Thus unexpectedly the indifference of Jesus to moral 
opportunism, due to his belief in the speedy coming 
of the kingdom, is seen to be anything but an obses- 
sion of grandeur. When he deals with concrete situa- 
tions in life, like marriage, forgiveness, alms, conversa- 
tion, epithets, it is always with the absolute ideal 
involved in such action that he is concerned. An atti- 
tude as distinguished from an ideal belongs in the 
realm of motive and mind-sets rather than in the world 
of specific duties. One discovers his attitude by facing 
some task or ideal or goal.** Like produces like. Men 
do not gather grapes from thorns or figs from thistles. 


°° Charters, The Teaching of Ideals, 34, 35. See also Dewey, 
Moral Principles in Education; Tufts, The Real Business of Living; 
Smith, Principles of Christian Living. 
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From. a specific act one may thus learn the mind-set or 
character or attitude of the actor and, conversely, indi- 
vidual acts are the expression of some attitude or 
attitudes. To unify action in accordance with an ideal 
that is social, and to develop the attitude of response 
to the ideal which shall remain constant and unifying 
in the midst of the variety of life, is the center of 
Jesus’ method of teaching. His ideal is the character 
of God as Father; his dominant attitude is goodwill 
or love. : 

The evidence that the “will to love” is superior to 
the “will to power” lies in the very nature of our 
world. Jesus rather than his critics was near to cosmic 
reality. The expression of the supreme law of nature 
has been called “creative codrdination.** That is to 
say nature, while producing individuals, also produces 
combinations, and gives to individuals real efficiency 
only in combination with others. Love is the expres- 
sion of this coordination in the realm of personality. 
By it the highest values have arisen in human life and 
without it human society would disintegrate. When 
Jesus thus emphasizes love he is no more appealing to 
human weakness and sentimentality than if he had 
told men that if they were to walk uprightly they must 
coordinate their actions with the force of gravity. His 
exposition of the relations of men with nature was 
naturally unscientific, but his reading of human life 
and his own consciousness led him to the perception 
that the codrdination of the individual’s good with 
the welfare of the total group in which he acts is the 
expression of the divine will, that is to say, of the 
activity with which all life must conform. Love is a 


*4Pupin, The New Reformation; Mathews, Contributions of 
Science to Religion. 
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cosmic law. Selfishness is a violation of the law of 
coordination through subjection of the group welfare 
to the individual just as truly as the subjection of the 
good of individuals to that of the group means moral 
weakness. 

Love-as Jesus sets it forth may therefore be described 
as an urge to social cooperation in which the codperat- 
ing parties treat. each other as persons. The welfare of 
the individual is furthered by the codperation of all 
those who are members of the group. They can act 
egoistically only at the cost of suffering in the group. 
The satisfactions which individuals might gain are 
furthered at the expense of the welfare of others. But 
when men undertake to express the attitude of 
coordination in group action social institutions emerge, 
for institutions are one of the means which preserve 
and socialize attitudes. By them values are passed on 
from generation to generation. They are indispensable 
in proportion as they enable group action to favor the 
personal worth of individuals. When once that func- 
tion ceases and the institution becomes an end rather 
than a means, it must be transformed or replaced by 
some other institution better fitted for the develop- 
ment of personal needs. The attitudes which an insti- 
tution organizes and preserves precede the institution 
itself. The desire to fight is prior to the organization 
of armies; the desire for wealth is prior to the organi- 
zation of commerce; the desire for order is prior to 
government; and the desire for offspring is prior to the 
family. The value of these institutions must be deter- 
mined, therefore, by discovering how far the attitude 
they preserve is calculated to build up personal values 
by social coérdination, how far the institution is able 
itself to further these values in the midst of an ever 
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more complicated social order, and how far both atti- 
tudes and institutions are in accord with the will of 
the cosmic God. By this test the teaching of Jesus is 
to be judged. Good trees bring forth good fruit. Love 
must beget institutions of social value. 


IV 

It follows that the two attitudes to which Jesus was 
particularly opposed were acquisitiveness and vindic- 
tiveness. The first, as always in the revolutionary psy- 
chology, was to be found in the spirit of his fellow 
countrymen. They wanted to acquire power and rights 
and happiness. They wanted to make their oppressors 
suffer and called upon God to avenge wrongs done His 
people. The two attitudes are alike in that the satis- 
faction of the individual is made superior to the good 
of the total group to which he belongs. Each prompts 
one to seek gain at the expense of others. Institutions 
that preserve and express such attitudes are to be 
destroyed or transformed by those who would treat 
Jesus seriously. 

Yet these two attitudes are among the most potent 
in human life. The desire for wealth lies back of most 
human undertakings, while the determination to gain 
rights is almost a synonym of revolution. Similarly 
in the case of hatreds. To get people to hate together 
is to get them to fight together against the object of 
their dislike. Every successful leader of men has known 
how to unify his followers by arousing antagonism to 
others. These antagonisms have generally been clothed 
in some form of idealism, but are really dependent 
upon the strength of a common hatred of persons, insti- 
tutions, or social conditions. 

Every demagogue knows how to arouse these atti- 
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tudes, and they were probably never more pronounced 
than in the time of Jesus. Men were presently to 
appeal to them in a search for independence and 
national revenge. Jesus obviously knew their power, 
and sought to sublimate them, though he well knew 
that he might become their victim. 

But there was a third attitude less obviously danger- 
ous which Jesus repudiated vigorously, namely, the 
restriction of God’s favor to those who know and 
observe ecclesiastical statutes. In his criticism of this 
third attitude Jesus showed himself anything but a 
quietist. Like all those who voice the revolutionary 
attitude, he was a controversialist. While he dis- 
tinguished indignation from hatred and did not resort 
to arms, he did resort to bitter words. His criticism of 
the Pharisees amounts to excoriation. They are whited 
sepulchers, hypocrites, devourers of widows’ houses, 
neither entering into the kingdom of God nor permit- 
ting others to enter in, making proselytes into children 
of hell. Because of his assaults, the term ‘‘Pharisee”’ 
has lost its better meanings and become a synonym of 
insincerity and ecclesiastical arrogance. 

The basis of this opposition to Pharisaism is diffi- 
cult to find by comparing his detached teachings with 
those of Pharisee rabbis. In point of literary perfec- 
tion his sayings are superior, but they are not without 
parallels from Jewish teachers.*” Furthermore, the 


25 This point is emphasized strongly by Jewish writers who justly 
feel that they have a right to claim Jesus as theirs. Their method 
of appropriation is to insist that there is no difference between the 
genuine teachings of Jesus and Pharisaism, that all his great sayings 
were expositions of current teachings of Pharisees, and that therefore 
he could not have been opposed by them, much less brought to his 
death by them. See especially Klausner, Jesus of Nazareth; also 
Herford, The Pharisees, p. 115sq. Much of this comparison, how- 
ever, makes it impossible to understand the facts of the Christian 
movement, 
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Pharisees were themselves a lay movement in religion 
which had broken with the conservative spirit of the 
priestly Sadducees, had made the law include not only 
the whole Old Testament, and with considerable free- 
dom had undertaken so to interpret the Old Testament 
as to free it from literalism. In fact, there was within 
the Pharisaic movement something approaching a uni- 
versal note in that several rabbis refused to believe 
that the law could teach anything really contrary to 
elemental justice or the most noble spirit of the utter- 
ances of the prophets. 

No understanding of the attitude of Jesus is to be 
gained by emphasizing the points of similarity between 
his teachings and those of the Pharisees. That they 
were at one time on friendly terms is apparent,’ but 
the more one presses such similarities, the more unin- 
telligible does the gospel narrative become. If Jesus 
were so thoroughly rabbinical as some writers hold, 
we have an entirely different Jesus with an entirely 
different career from anything the gospels describe. 

The difficulty here is due to the effort to understand 
Jesus as simply a teacher among teachers. Once set 
in his actual historical situation, the issues between 
him and the Pharisees become perfectly plain. Jesus 
allied himself with the am-ha-aretz, the poor, the hun- 
gry, the sinful masses, and would naturally be sensitive 
to the attitudes of antagonism which had grown up 
between the masses and their natural leaders, the 
Pharisees. He was organizing a movement of those 
possessed of the revolutionary spirit, and the Pharisees 
were naturally suspicious of such activity. 

But more fundamental than this was the opposition 

ahaa BS ay esa 
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between Jesus’ conception of a man’s approach to 
God as determined by a man’s moral attitude rather 
than through a highly interpreted Mosaic law 
(halachah).** However liberal the Pharisee may have 
been in his interpretation of scripture, however he may 
have endeavored to carry the message of his religion 
to the non-Jewish world, to him the law properly inter- 
preted and observed was always the means of approach 
to God’s favor. This position Jesus assailed.” Not 
only did he object to the details of professional 
interpreters which were at last to find their way into 
the Talmud, but he objected to the statutory law itself 
as incomplete.*” It was not to pass away, but it was 
to be completed in an attitude of soul independent 
of technical biblical knowledge, to be possessed by 
the poorest as well as the most learned. Both alike 
needed to become like little children if they were to 
enjoy ‘the blessings of the approaching kingdom of 
God. 

Just when the controversy began between Jesus and 
the Pharisees it is difficult to say, but it was inevitable 
as soon as the position of Jesus was perceived. His 
popularity as a nonprofessional teacher among the 
masses, his self-assertion as a religious authority, his 
opposition to any limitation upon the free access of the 
repentant sinner to God, his minimizing of the cere- 
monial requirements of the religious authorities, his 
criticism of the laws governing the sabbath, his rejec- 


®™See Herford, The Pharisees, 107sq.; Lazarus, The Ethics of 
Judaism ; Lauterback, “Bthies of the Halakah” in Year Book of the 
Central Conference of American Rabbis, 1913; Sadducees and 
Pharisees. See further, Jackson and Lake, The Beginnings of Chris- 
tianity, I, 110-114. 

28 Mk. 7:1-13. 

29 Matt. 5:21-48; Mk. 7:14-23. 
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tion of fasting and hand-washing, would have led 
inevitably to mutual opposition.*° 

But whatever the origin of his break with the Phari- 
sees, Jesus unqualifiedly condemned any limitation set 
to the humblest soul’s enjoyment of the forgiving love 
of God and any justification of an act that did not 
spring from the attitude of goodwill. God’s goodwill 
was the basis of confidence in the power of goodwill in 
men. To think of Jesus as a peaceful dreamer of 
idyllic utopias or a quietist meditating about abstract 
truth is utterly to pervert the picture which the gospels 
leave. Jesus did nothing to placate his critics and his 
opponents. On the contrary, he vehemently assailed 
them. They were misrepresenting God. Foreseeing 
that he would suffer the fate of the prophets and popu- 
lar leaders, he did not undertake to soften the contrast 
between his organization of messianic idealism and the 
desire of the responsible citizens for social order based 
on conformity to a national and academic religion. It 
is this aggressiveness on the part of Jesus that gives 
coloring and vigor to his teaching. As a leader of a 
movement of those possessed of a common moral atti- 
tude, he confronted its opponents with criticism and 
denunciation. And he paid for his spiritual democracy 
with his life. 


V 
Jesus’ interests were centered on the production of 
the socially minded individual dominated by goodwill. 
He was not seeking to establish the kingdom of God 
but to prepare men to enter it. The difference between 


°° That there were thoroughly unworthy Pharisees among the 
associates the rabbis themselves admitted, and some of the bitter- 
ness of Jesus’ criticism may have been the outgrowth of knowledge 
of such unworthy persons. In fact, he seems to make a distinction 
ay the teachings of the scribes and their practices (Matt. 
72, 3). 
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these opposing interpretations of his words must be at 
once apparent. If the chief purpose of Jesus was to 
establish gradually the kingdom of God, then his chief 
goal was a society. Such an attempt, of course, would 
have been thoroughly in accord with the revolutionary 
spirit of his time, with its strong nationalist hope. So, 
too, it would accord with modern attempts to set up a 
perfect society to which the welfare of the individual 
must be subjected; with the spirit of militarism which 
would set up social unity by the complete subjection of 
the individual to the control of a superior; with the 
spirit of those who would establish a successful indus- 
trial or commercial operation without regard to the 
welfare of the individual men and women involved. 
There is something attractive in the idea that Jesus 
was committed to the establishment of a great social 
unity. It seems ashort cut to happiness. The attempt 
to bring about a new society has always had its roman- 
tic appeal for the discontented. Not a few men, in 
despair of the normal capacities of the individual, have 
sought to further human welfare by collective action 
and by the change of social environment. Nor is it 
impossible to plead certain of the sayings of Jesus in 
behalf of this view.** Thus, it is said to be like 


°* T did this myself in The Social Teaching of Jesus, ch. iii, and the 
same view has been popular among socially minded clergymen. 
As I trust will appear as the discussion proceeds, my criticism of 
this view is primarily exegetical. That a better social order will 
arise by the following of the teaching of Jesus is of course the 


point of my contention, but it is one thing to say that Jesus meant. 


this when the term “kingdom of God” is used and another to say 
(more accurately) that social institutions will be improved as the 


human material that goes into them enables them to be improved. - 


It is one thing to say that Jesus was primarily concerned with 
society in general and another to say that he was interested in 
the social attitudes of individuals upon which a social reorganization 
must depend. See my Messianic Hope in the New Testament, ch. 
ii. For the other view see Rauschenbusch, Christianity and the 
Social Crisis. Peabody, Jesus Christ and the Social Question, 
emphasizes attitudes rather than exegesis. 
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leaven,’” it is said to progress like grain, first the blade, 
then the ear, then the full kernels in the ear;** it is said 
to be “within you or among you.”’** But a fair 
interpretation of these terms finds in them a reference 
not to progress but to eschatological outcome. To 
make Jesus a social reformer, much more a social 
legislator, is to misinterpret him. He dealt with 
attitudes of individuals rather than with programs of 
society. 


VI 

We therefore distinguish between the central mes- 
sage of Jesus and his occasional application of his 
teachings to society as he faced it. We may, perhaps, 
find in his teachings interim mores but not an interim 
ideal. That ideal was unaffected and uncaused by his 
belief in the immediacy of the kingdom. He was not 
engaged in furthering social change, much less political 
revolution. He was describing an absolute moral atti- 
tude as found in the will of God. He was not con- 
cerned with telling people how to proceed toward an 
ideal; he set forth in unqualified fashion the quality of 
life which the ideal demanded. The time of its fulfil- 
ment is unimportant. Facing eternity, he taught men 
to embody the basic character of God. The goodwill of 
God is not to be identified with social evolution, but is 
an absolute good. Just as the geometrician can discuss 
the nature and laws of curves which it is impossible to 
draw, so the kingdom of God is set forth by Jesus as 
that which is inherent in the divine economy. But as 
the circles and hyperbolas of geometry are only 
approximate illustrations of the absolute figures, so 
human conduct is only an imperfect embodiment of 

$2 Matt. 13:33; Lk. 13:20, 21. °* Mk. 4:26-29. °*Lk. 17:20. 
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the absolute ideal. Its value is determined by the 
approach which it makes to that ideal. 

The specific social teachings of Jesus, in so far as 
they exist, are to be regarded as the expression of 


what would be true in case the attitude of love were _ 


realized. They are not forecasts of a social process. As ~ 


it proved, it became the duty of every Christian to 
adopt a technique which expresses the attitude of love 
in social institutions. An individual grows personal as 
he grows social, but whoever commits himself to the 
supreme motive of love and intelligently adopts a 
cooperative technique is in spirit a revolutionist like 
his Lord. For he looks to a new world-order that shall 
be the expression of that sacrificial social-mindedness 
and reliance upon God which constitute the attitude 
of Jesus himself. It was with such eager and serious 
souls Jesus had to do in his day, and it is only such 
souls who follow him to-day. For them the words of 


Jesus are more than a call to duty. They are the good 


news that love is practicable because God is love. 
Jesus had no illusions about men. He knew their evil 
side and lived in full expectation of the momentary 
triumph of forces of evil. But he was no disconsolate 
friend of man, seated like a literary Job on a garbage 
heap of cynical epigrams. God’s goodwill was a rock 
on which he and all who undertook to be like him 
could build their house of hope and service to others, 
He was not calling men to a forlorn hope, but to ulti- 
mate victory. It was the Father’s good pleasure to give 
the kingdom to those who possessed the spirit of 
brothers. The little group who gathered about Jesus 
was pitifully small, but it was to grow like the mustard 
seed. It might be poor and hungry and sad, but none 
the less it was to be congratulated, for it was under 


r 
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the guidance of a Heavenly Father, and possessed of 
forces before which the gates of hell would fall. It is 
such a group that has always sought to preserve the 
attitude of Jesus in social life, embodying it, sometimes 
ignorantly and always imperfectly, in social institu- 
tions. 


CHAPTER IV 
JESUS AS THE EXPONENT OF SOCIAL ATTITUDES 


A FOUNDER of a movement does more. than teach his 
followers. Whether he wills it or not, he becomes an 
example. If he flouts the responsibility his hypocrisy 
injures his cause; if he embodies his ideals he becomes 
an inspiration. Jesus was no exception to this rule. 
His life became an example because men saw he fol- 
lowed his own teaching. If he told a would-be disciple 
to leave his home, he himself had no place in which to 
lay his head; if he told his disciples. to trust the Heavy- 
enly Father for their daily needs, he himself was sup- 
ported by friends; if he said that some would be 
unmarried for the sake of a kingdom of heaven, he 
himself was celibate; if he told his disciples to. avoid 
conflict with civil authorities, he himself refused to be 
involved in rebellion; if he told men to choose life 
rather than mere living, he himself died on the cross 
rather than distrust his mission. His teachings were 
thus the vocalizing of his experience. The Christ who 
“for our sakes became poor” is the chief heritage of the 
Christian community. He was the Son of Man—the 
type of the kingdom he announced, who came to min- 
ister and to give his life as a ransom for many.’ 

How, then, did Jesus embody the attitude of love 
he saw in God and urged upon his followers? 


1 Matt. 20:28. 
65 


66 JESUS ON SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS 


I 


It may seem gratuitous to deny that Jesus in his 
embodiment of the attitude of love was an ascetic 
or semi-ascetic. So far has the pendulum swung ¢ way 
from the medieval conception of holiness that it often 
seems as if the chief need of to-day were a Savonarola 
who should fascinate us into new burnings of novels: 
and gewgaws. But none the less, so ineradicable is 
the suspicion that religion is in some way a sort of 
counter-agent for the joys of life that it is often for- 
gotten that the founder of Christianity came eating 
and drinking, in the envious eyes of contemporary reli- 
gious teachers a winebibber and a glutton.” Goodwill 
like that of the Father did not make Jesus an eccentric. 
In fact he was so normal that his career was darkened 
by men’s distrust. John the Baptist was quite another 
man. The prophet’s dress and the pauper’s food, 
together with his sternly ascetic preaching, gave him 
popularity.” Even nowadays it is by no means so easy 
to attract the crowds by respectability as by sensation. 
It is easier to preach against fashionable extravagances 
and social absurdities than to exhibit gentlemanly 
unobtrustiveness in goodness. Too many men yet 
measure their goodness by their sense of deprivation, 
making misery the thermometer of holiness. 


? Matt. 11:19. 

* The hold that John had upon the minds of his contemporaries 
is to be seen not only in the oldest sources of our gospels (see for 
instance Mark 1:1-8) but also in the pages of Josephus (Ant. 18; 
5:2). By the latter writer the misfortunes that filled the later days 
of Herod Antipas are said to have been popularly regarded as judg- 
ments for the killing of John. Even if, as very likely is the case, 
this reference to John has been subjected to interpolations, it stands 
on much securer critical ground that Josephus’ reference to Jesus 
himself (Ant. 18; 3:3). Other tributes to the permanence of John’s 
influence are seen in Acts 18:25; 19:3. 
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In the Fourth Gospel Jesus begins his Galilean min- 
istry by providing a wedding company with wine.* 
And this was only one instance out of many in which 
Jesus used social gatherings for the furthering of his 
mission. In fact much of his teaching was connected 
with dining, the social meal giving either the occasion 
or the analogy for his thought. He distinctly rejected 
fasting as a religious form,’ and destroyed all cere- 
monial distinctions in food.” If sometimes he fasted,’ 
it was from no desire to acquire merit; and if he with- 
drew into solitude it was for a season of prayer from 
which he returned the more devotedly to public life.* 

But while the pleasures of social life are good in 
themselves, they are not to be ends in themselves. The 
life of love depends on something more than food.” 
That something which can make eating and drinking 
goods subordinate to some greater goods is the spirit of 
brotherliness which uses them to further the happiness 
of others. The member of the new movement was not 
to flee the world,*’ but was rather to stay in it as a 
source of light and life.** Social life was shown by 
the life of Jesus to be the normal life of men. 


II 


It is not to magnify trivialities if attention be called 
to the attitude of Jesus toward the conventionalities 


* Jn. 2:1-12. It is impossible to think that the conditions of this 
story are fulfilled by the assumption that the wine provided by Jesus 
was non-alcoholic. 

®° Matt. 9:14; 6:17, 18. In this connection his picture of the 
boasting Pharisee (Lk. 18:10) is especially striking. 

® Mk. 7: LTO. 

7 Matt. 4: 12; Lk. 4:2 

8 Mk. 6: 46sq.; ; Matt. 14: 23sq.; Lk. 9:28. 

® Matt. 6:25. 

aume 17315. 

*? Matt. 5:14. 
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of life. His social-mindedness was always in evidence. 
It is of course possible that a man should be thoroughly 
good and worthy of respect and yet be totally indiffer- 
ent to the requirements of good society. But no cul- 
tured man wants a boor as his religious teacher any 
more than he would accept a filthy saint as his savior. 
Jesus was careful about those matters which in his day 
indicated the gentleman. Though a poor man and 
counting clothes as at best but a secondary good ** he 
seems to have been well dressed ** and to have fol- 
lowed the ordinary dictates of the Jewish fashions 
except, perhaps, in the matter of phylacteries.** His 
sensitiveness to matters of common civility appears in 
the words forced from him by the rudeness of a host 
who allowed conceit to drive out politeness.*° That 
Judas should have betrayed him by a kiss added bitter- 
ness to the cup he was forced to drink.** These matters 
are, of course, of small importance as they stand by 
themselves, but they gain in significance when they 
are seen to represent an attitude of mind. 

To Jesus love was not sentimentality, nor did it 
destroy self-respect. Whether from sensitiveness or 
some other motive, Jesus, with all his love and eager- 
ness to attract men, never cheapened himself by indis- 
criminate friendships. His brief career was marked by 


72 Matt. 6:25, 28. 


*4 Matt. 9:20. The rabbis seem to have been as supreme in 
fashion as in religion. We know from their decisions not only the 
names and styles of the garments worn by Jesus but also the order 
in which they should be put on and their relative importance. (The 
authority on the subject of Jewish costume is Briill, Trachten der 
Juden. See also Edersheim, Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah, 
621sq.) The fact to be especially noticed in this connection is the 
probability that Jesus wore the tsitseth or tassels on his tallith or 
outer garment. 

*° Lk. 7:36-50. 

48 Uk: 22 348. 
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great reserve; indeed, it seems a series of withdrawals 
from promiscuous popularity in order that he might 
establish a few intense friendships. To the outer 
crowd he carefully refused to show the depths of his 
character; to the wide circle of mercurial “believers” 
he revealed hardly more of himself; to the Twelve as 
a whole he showed as much of himself as he could edu- 
cate them to appreciate. And only one of the Twelve 
was “the disciple Jesus loved.”’ Some men are at their 
best in public; others among their intimates. The first 
come dangerously near acting; the latter are seldom 
insincere. Jesus belonged to the second class. While 
he knew something of the intoxicating joy that comes 
to the orator, his choicest teachings are those given in 
some conversation. Thus it came about that while he 
was followed by multitudes he was loved by only a 
few. But these few preserved his spirit and example 
for the ages. 


III 

Because he thus chose his friends it would be absurd 
to say that Jesus recognized the existence of social 
classes. He was democratic in spirit, however conscious 
of his supreme vocation. His limitations of intimacy 
were not based upon accidental differences. Nor do his 
teachings imply such classes. So long as men were 
bad, so long they could not be other than selfish. All of 
their efforts could be only for private advantage. 
Wealth could not fail to be other than a means for 
ungenerous enjoyment.’* Prayer would lengthen itself 
immoderately that the Creator might be wearied into 
submission to the more persistent will.** Social cus- 
toms would be only new agencies for forcing an 


BT Ae 12*16-21; Ae Matt: 727. 
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indebted acquaintance to repay hospitality in kind.” 
Jesus saw all this clearly; and he saw its inevitable 
outgrowth: the stratification of men according to their 
ability to fulfil these purely materialistic conditions. 
With such stratification fraternity would be impossible. 
Therefore he who attempted to exalt himself would be 
humiliated.*° In the new community no man was to 
be called master, for they were all brethren,** serving 
one another. And not only were they brothers one of 
another, they were his brothers as well, the least as 
well as the greatest. No more striking lesson of social 
equality was ever given man than that of the Christ 
going about with a towel washing the feet of his fol- 
lowers.” 
of equality as to say that, in the coming order, the last 
should be first and the first last.** 

Yet he does not, like some modern champions of 
the doctrine, attempt the sudden destruction of all tra- 
ditional distinctions. There is undoubtedly need of 
such iconoclasts, but that constructive spirit which is 
everywhere noticeable in the career of Jesus is present 
here. Jesus belonged to the artisan class,“ and knew 
what it was to feel the contempt of the professional 
teachers of his people.*’ He did not hesitate to con- 
fess the advantage possessed by the educated man,” 
but he never allowed these facts to lead him into tirade 
against other men’s advantages. 

It is, however, by no means inconsistent with this 

te aki 14°12, 

re Matte ear le. 

22 Jn. 13:1-10. 

** Matt. 19:30. No sentence of Jesus seems to have made deeper 
peers a his hearers. It is constantly repeated in the gospels. 


25 Matt. 13:54-56. 
26 Matt. 13:52. 


So emphatically does Jesus preach the gospel — 
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attitude that he recognized that as society was con- 
stituted men must of necessity be divided into servants 
and employers. He said nothing that condemned such 
a relation, and indeed at times spoke of it as a most 
natural thing.** This is the attitude of any practical 
man who champions ideals. Your amateur reformer 
would dissolve society into its elements. Like Robes- 
pierre and other doctrinaires, he will break with the 
past, even though he brings the bones of departed 
kings to the lime-pit. But Jesus was never so crude 
a thinker as to imagine that because a man loves 
humanity he must disintegrate society as a step toward 
a happier recombination. And therefore he did not 
destroy all social conventionalities or a traditional divi- 
sion of labor. 

But to be a servant is not to be any less a man or, 
provided it is really the case, any less the equal of any 
man in another calling. If nothing that goes into a 
man can defile him, certainly no necessary work is dis- 
honorable. Jesus the carpenter and the son of a car- 
penter became Jesus the Christ; his seemingly Fal- 
staffian, army of fishermen, tax collectors, and reformed 
revolutionists became in a few months the pillars of 
the church at Jerusalem and the evangelists of the 
nation. Indeed, nothing is more admirable than the 
catholicity of sympathy and practice that made him 
the friend of all sorts of people. Such democracy 
scandalized the aristocratic teachers and preachers and 
lawyers of his own day. How often did they rail 
against him as a friend of the publican and the sinner! 
In their sight he could be no prophet, since he dared 
receive a repentant woman of the town.”* With them 
as with all legalists the temptation was strong to judge 


27 Lk. 17:7-10; Matt. 10:24. 28 Lk. 7:39sq. 
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harshly and superficially of all unusual characters, and 
their criticism of the generous habits of Jesus was a 
testimony to the openness of his sympathy with honest 
effort at reform and his disregard of all artificial dis- 
tinctions. To the Pharisees the common people who 
knew not the law were accursed; to Jesus they were 
possible members of God’s kingdom.*” 

And his words were the echoes of his life. One of 
the proofs of his Messiahship that the disciples of John 
were to carry back to their unfortunate master was 
that the gospel was being preached to the poor.*” As 
he himself ate with the publican and the sinner, so 
when a man would give a feast Jesus bade him invite 
the lame and the halt and the blind.** Could social 
equality combined with an avoidance of self-seeking 
be more strikingly enforced? 


IV 

Probably the strongest objection to the recognition 
in actual life of this ideal of Jesus is the ineradicable 
conviction that social equality is impracticable. Men 
have dreamed of it and have died, leaving their dreams 
to the laughter of their times and the libraries of their 
descendants. These words of Jesus are beautiful, but 
so are those of More and Rousseau—and no more 
visionary. Men are not equal and fraternity is a word 
for orators and French public buildings. 

So men say, or think if they keep silent. 

But Jesus does not claim that men in the world 
to-day are physiologically equal. There are the lame 
and the halt. Nor are they mentally on an equality. 
There are men to whom one talent could be entrusted, 


2° Jn. 7:49; Matt. 11:28. $1 Lk. 14:12sq. 
30 Matt. 11:5; Lk. 7:22, 
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and those to whom five and ten.** Nor does Jesus so 
far fall into the class of nature-philosophers as to teach 
that because men are to be brothers they are therefore 
tobe twins. The equality of fraternity does not consist 
in duplication of powers, but in the free enjoyment and 
the exercise of love. 

Further, according to the new social standard of 
Jesus two men are equal, not because they have equal 
claims upon each other, but because they owe equal 
duties to each other. His gospel was not a new 
Declaration of Rights, but a Declaration of Duties.*’ 


V 

It may be objected that Jesus passed over those 
claims for justice and equality which to-day are urged 
with an ever-increasing passion. But he was not 
oblivious to the injustice suffered by those who had 
not shared sufficiently in the. good things of life. He 
never promised men heaven as a recompense for sub- 
mission to such injustice. He was the friend of the 
oppressed. No man’s teaching has been more potent 
in forcing the strong to yield to the weak, the rich to 
the poor, the noble to the lowly. But Jesus was far less 
interested in the rights. than in the obligations of men. 
It matters little that logically the two conceptions are 
complementary. Practically there is a vast difference 
between the bald demand of men or classes for things 
due them, and that extension of privilege which sym- 
pathy and a sense of obligation may induce a favored 
man or class to effect. Of the two, it is easier to arouse 


$2 Matt. 25:14-30; Lk. 19:12-27. 

2° The constitutional history of the French Revolution is a com- 
mentary upon this position of Jesus. It was a new age that replaced 
the Declaration des Droits de 1Homme et du Citoyen of the con- 
stitution of 1791, with the Declaration des Droits et ces Devoirs de 
l’Homme et du Citoyen of the constitution of Fructidor, 1795. 
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the demand for justice, but no one who knows the 
crimes that have been committed in the name of 
liberty, and the hereditary hatreds that have been the 
outgrowth of struggles after rights, need be told that 
the victories of justice leave scars as ineradicable as its 
demands are righteous. It was from some appreciation 
of this that Jesus even in his friendship with the poor 
made duty paramount to rights. The Jew was ready 
enough to grant the rights of a neighbor—when once 
neighborship had been defined and proved... In the 
estimation of Jesus, to be a neighbor was not to have 
rights that put others under obligation to oneself, but 
to be conscious of duties. Not the wounded traveler, 
but the Levite and the priest and the Samaritan needed 
to show the spirit of the neighbor.** Indeed, to one 
who has been assailed loudly with the evils of to-day’s 
economic inequalities, it is at first sight surprising 
to find Jesus so indifferent to much that to-day’s 
reformers emphasize so strenuously. But to urge the 
poor man to struggle after wealth might be to spur 
him to selfishness as deep as that of the rich man 
against whom he struggles. Poverty as experienced by 
Jesus did not involve a discontent that endangered 
love. It might be necessary to subdue nature, to make 
natural forces the servants of production, but wealth 
and sensuousness and selfishness, Jesus saw, go hand 
in hand.*® Mere bigness is not goodness, and enthu- 
siasm over bank accounts is not the spirit of the 
Master. Life is more than food and fraternity more 
than wealth.** Social agitators, John the Baptists of 
economics, are needed. We may yet count Karl Marx 
and Lassalle among the prophets, but what sort of 
fraternity would a Christ have established whose 
24Tk 10:25-37. 257k 8:14. ©¢ Tk, 12:23, 
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evangel was a political economy and whose sympathy 
was set forth in a program? 

He had experienced a greater good than the posses- 
sion of wealth—participation in the kingdom of God. 
For all who were to be its members there was no 
inequality of opportunity, because love was for all and 
to be enjoyed. This he knew from experience. 

It would have been a sorry message for humanity 
that stopped short of this recognition of the supremacy 
of personal values over all goods. The attitude of 
Jesus was determined by these ultimate values; to 
him all other matters were incidental.*’ For them he 
was ready to make the supreme sacrifice when the 
choice was inevitable. The same heroism he expected 
of those who came after him. He had no patience with 
moral procrastination.** He himself was too loyal to 
his absolute ideals to permit halfway measures on the 
part of his followers. They could submit to evil, but 
they were not to compromise with it. They could die 
as loyal children of the kingdom, but they could not 
trifle with words or deeds. Every idle word was the 
fruit of a dominant attitude. 


VI 

The foundation attitude of Jesus’ life was religious 
trust. He adventured in the realm of the impracticable 
because he believed in the power of the living God 
whom he represented. His life was constantly filled 
with decisions in which, despite their foreseen con- 
sequences, he followed his own principles because he 
believed that they embodied the will of the Father. 
To disregard this childlike faith in God is to misunder- 
stand Jesus. To take from his ethical teachings his 


®7 Matt. 6:25-34. 88 Tk, 14:25-35; 9:57-62. 
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call to religious trust is to denature them. The Fourth 
Gospel is a commentary upon this attitude of Jesus. 
He had overcome the world even as he faced crucifixion. 
He could give his disciples likewise a power of victory 
which was very different from that which the world 
gave. The unity which he had with his Father was 
like the unity which they might have. Whoever 
entered the kingdom of God had to be born of the 
spirit. Heroic sacrifice born of implicit trust in the 
love of a Heavenly Father must be made habitual. 

All this Jesus exemplified. He did not recklessly seek 
danger; when possible he avoided it.*” But when it 
lay in the path of duty, or when it had to be faced if 
love were to be expressed, he never shunned it.*° He 
who called upon men to value loyalty to his ideals 
above their own lives did not hesitate to die rather 
than abandon his trust in the guidance of a loving 
Father.** 

In death, as in life, he dramatized his teaching. 


°° Lk. 4:28-80. *° Jn. 11:7-10; Lk. 13:31-35. ** Mk. 10:35-45. 


CHAPTER V 
JESUS ON THE FAMILY 


ALTHOUGH Jesus taught that the attitude demanded 
by preparation for the kingdom of God was to be 
expressed in the family, so far as we can discover the 
hope of the Jews for the approaching new Age did not 
concern the family as an institution. There was in 
the time of Jesus wide discussion of family relations 
among the rabbinical teachers, but these are mostly 
concerned with the position of women in society, mar- 
riage and divorce, and the proper relation of the sexes. 
Their messianic hope contains nothing that would 
argue any difference in marital relations in the coming 
empire to be established by God other than were 
involved in the change from one sort of body to 
another, and even in this regard it did not break with 
conventional patterns. Jesus, therefore, was under no 
necessity of opposing asceticism or any tendency 
toward free love. Such of his teaching on this subject 
which was not suggested by specific incidents is gen- 
eral in character and part of his exposition of the 
quality of life which must be possessed by those who 
would enter the kingdom of God. It was directed to 
those who were members of his community as the 
logical exposition of the attitude of love which they 
could be expected to possess. 


I 
Marriage, Jesus held, had a divine origin. Husband 
and wife are joined together by God, so that they are 
77 
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no longer two but one. It is noteworthy that Jesus 
thus regards marriage aS monogamous—not indeed 
as the result of an evolving conventionality, but as 
the result of a divine creative act." Monogamy is 
thus regarded by him as the only normal, the only 
divine basis of family relations. By this reaffirma- 
tion of the noble social teachings of Moses, Jesus 
sets his disapproval upon all forms of plural mar- 
riage, whether illegal or legal, as violation of the divine 
fiat. 

But it would be an incomplete presentation of the 
position of Jesus to stop at this point. Marriage is 
thus ideally not the creature of law. Law can simply 
recognize and protect it. With Jesus on its physical 
side marriage is an actual union of complementing per- 
sonalities—a forming of one flesh. It is one of the 
primal facts of human life, and because it is a con- 
ditioning fact and not a merely formal conception of 
the lawbooks, it is sacred and inviolable. 

On its physical side Jesus regards marriage—like 
the other physical elements in the evolving social order 
—as an institution to be found only in the present aeon. 
The much-married woman of the Sadducees’ question ° 
in the life beyond the grave was no longer to be subject 
to the perplexing levirate law, for in the resurrection 
humanity neither marries nor is given in marriage, but 
is to be as the angels of heaven. And yet while Jesus 
thus recognizes the physical basis of marriage, he never 
" speaks of it as sinful or ignoble; so far is he removed 
from the perversions that an ascetic faith has so fre- 


Matt. 19:5, 6; Mk. 10:6-8. 

? It should not be overlooked that in using the expression “twain” 
Jesus follows the Septuagint rather than the Hebrew, which reads 
simply “them.” The rabbis made similar use of this passage (Moore, 
Judaism, II, 119). 

> Matt. 22:23-30: Mk. 12:18-25; Lk. 20:27-36. 
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quently forced upon humanity.“ As long as human 
nature and human relations are as they are, so long will 
marriage be the first human tie. But it is altogether 
within the spirit of Jesus’ teaching to say that the 
physical is not the only, nor by any means the perma- 
nent element in marriage. This must be found in the 
fraternal spirit: which guarantees participation in the 
coming kingdom. If love is to be supreme between 
man and wife there is a union in spirit that springs 
from more than sex. The moral union of persons must 
accompany the physical. The love and union of hus- 
band and wife is like the love and union of children 
of a common Father. 

It is unnecessary for the appreciation of this posi- 
tion of Jesus to follow him in his terminology. It is of 
little or no consequence whether the basis of this con- 
ception of the marriage relation be regarded as a literal 
divine word or as human nature itself; whether the 
institution itself be the outcome of a creative fiat or of. 
evolution. The one essential point is the implication 
that the family is a moral unit rather than a mere 
legitimizing of sexual relations. It is the molecule of | 
moral fellowship. Not highly developed animals, but / 
human personalities form a home. / 


i 


Although marriage is thus sacred, yet some men are 
not to marry. Membership in the kingdom of God is 
superior. Love will sacrifice a good thing for a better 
thing. No man, unless like Origen he be utterly 
blinded by an ascetic and fanatic fervor, could ever 
misinterpret the intense words in which Jesus expresses 


“Nor is there a hint of the later Christian teaching that it is 
unwise for a widow or widower to remarry. 
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this axiom. While marriage is good, yet if for any 
cause it stand in the way of accepting the blessings of 
the kingdom of heaven, it is to be avoided. Translated 
into practical morals, this is a call for special self- 
sacrifice for an ideal on the part of some. The welfare 
of others, the advancement of society may require the 
individual to yield private rights. Whether it be to 
avoid the propagation of an hereditary disease or 
criminal proclivity, or whether it be that some great 
mission in life may be the better fulfilled, celibacy may 
often be the only form of life love would lead a man 
to adopt. But Jesus does not teach that the men who 
have thus. “‘made themselves eunuchs for the kingdom 
of heaven’s sake” * are holier than men who have sac- 
rificed other individual desires and goods for the com- 
mon weal. They have their own way of expressing a 
love that is more than sex. The words of Jesus are a 
restatement of the familiar teaching of the sacrificed 
eye and hand.” And Jesus himself lived by this stand- 
ard, a celibate but not an ascetic. 


III 

The teaching of Jesus regarding divorce is equally 
absolute. As marriage is one expression of the funda- 
mental moral nature of man, and as it must express 
the unmodified love which is the human counterpart 
of the divine goodwill, in theory and as an ideal it is 
unbreakable. Divorce is regarded by Jesus as impos- 
sible for those who have accepted his attitude of love 
as the law of life. Jesus here was in contrast with his 
own times and the séx-philosophy of ours. The aston- 
ishing laxity which prevailed among the fashionable 
clique at Rome, even if all due allowance be made for 
the natural exaggeration of moralists and poets, is well 


° Matt. 19:12. * Matt. 5:29, 30. 
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known from the literature of the Empire,’ to say noth- 
ing of the early Christian writers.” But the same 
tendencies were at work among the less corrupt circles 
of Judea. There, too, the general laxity in regard to 
divorce was quite as striking. The liberal school of 
Hillel was here more the offender than that of Sham- 
mai. By an exceedingly broad interpretation of Deut. 
24:1 (the sole ground for divorce in the Mosaic code), 
it was judged permissible to divorce a wife if she had 
spoiled her husband’s dinner, and later, if we are to 
accept the words of R. Akiba, even if the husband dis- 
covered a woman more to his liking.” Jesus was in fact 
opposed by his: countrymen, to whom, thanks to the 
popular teaching, his doctrine seemed fanaticism. 
Moses, they objected,’ had allowed divorce, had even 
provided that a “bill of divorcement” should be given 
in case of separation. Jesus was not to be shaken from 
his position by any quotation of ancient authorities. 
He admitted that Moses had allowed divorce as an 
expedient, a choice between two evils, but, appealing 


not to statute but to life, he protested in words his * 


hearers would have regarded as older even than the law 
of Moses, that such permission was in violation of love. 
The true children of the kingdom would never avail 
themselves of it. All violations of the family union 
testify to the failure to embody the attitude of true 
love. 

It is indicative of the importance Jesus accorded 


7™See Friedlinder, Sittengeschichte der Rémer, I, ch. v; Dédllin- 
ger, The Gentile and the Jew, II, 230sq. 

* See, for instance, Clement of Alexandria and Jerome. 

® But there is here opportunity, as in the case of Juvenal, for a 
large allowance for rhetoric. Yet the general ease of divorce is 
undeniable. The Talmud devotes an entire tractate (Gittin) to 
the subject. See Edersheim, Life of Jesus the Messiah, II, 332sq.; 
Stern, Die Frau im Talmud; Weill, La Femme Juive; Moore, 
Judaism, II, 119-40. 

79 Matt. 19:7. 
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the family that, not content with thus enunciating a 
general principle, he should have drawn its corollaries. 
His position upon many subjects which are of burning 
interest to-day, and, to judge from the writings of the 
time, were often quite as much so in his own day, is 
often noncommittal, almost always reserved, although 
occasionally, as in the case of ceremonial uncleanness, 
he expresses in a pregnant sentence a specific prin- 
ciple.** But in the matter of divorce he has left us 
some of the most explicit teaching the gospels have 
preserved. Under no circumstances is a husband to 
divorce his wife, or a wife her husband.** A husband 
who puts his wife away, be it never so legally, causes 
her to be judged as belonging to that class of women 
who have really given grounds for divorce; he brands 
her as an adulteress.** If on the basis of such divorce 
she should marry, both she and the new husband com- 
mit sin. And similarly in the case of the wife. The 
original union is still existent."* It is evident that 

Crk. 7 si4, 15. 

*? This addition is noteworthy. It had not been customary among 
the Jews for wives to divorce their husbands, although about 
the time of Jesus we meet several cases of its occurrence among the 
official class. Thus Salome, sister of Herod I divorced her husband 
(Josephus, Ant. xv, 7:10), and later Herodias, at least nominally, 
divorced her husband Herod, in order to live with his brother, 
Herod Antipas. The Mishna also grants the wife the right of 
seeking divorce (Yebumoth, 65, a. b. Cettubboth, 77, a.). But the 
custom was more Roman than Jewish. 

a8’ Matt, 5:32. 

14This view disregards the exceptive clause in Matt. 5:32 and 
19:9. It does not appear in Mk. 10:11, and is also lacking in Lk. 
16:18. Wendt (Teaching of Jesus I, 354) correctly judges this 
omission as sufficient ground for the view that “the simple, unquali- 
fied statement ‘to put away a wife on the ground of unchastity is 
not culpable adultery,’ does not correspond with the meaning of 
Jesus.” That meaning is “that the obligation of marriage is absolute, 
and no dissolution of it is possible without incurring the guilt of 
adultery.” On critical grounds the addition of the clause by 


Matthew (so Bleek, Weiss, Holtzmann, and others) is more prob- 
able than its omission by Mark. See Hovey, The Scriptural Law 
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Jesus does not command a divorce even in the most 
extreme cases. It lies outside his ideals. Brotherhood 
and the need of reconciliation would certainly favor a 
maintenance of old relations even after divorce is 
legally permissible. Forgiveness and reconciliation are 
as much the supreme needs in the family as at the 
altar.*° | 

The ground for this definite deduction is not hard | 
to discover. It is a corollary of the absolute ideal of 
those who are like their Heavenly Father. His teach- 
ing is intended for those aspiring souls who call him 
Master. 

Marriage, both in its lower and its higher aspects, 
is the basis of family unity. Family life is the most 
sacred of all relations outside of the relation between 
God and man. It is not to be violated even in look 
and thought. Adultery may be committed even when 
lust never passes beyond the licentious glance.** In 
proportion as the natural sanctity of marriage is 
injured, in the same proportion is the nature of man 
outraged and ideal fraternity broken. To dishonor this 
first of human relationships is to loosen the bonds of 
society, to lower social ideals, and is inconsistent with 


of Divorce, and Studies in Ethics and Religion, 321sq., and com- 
mentaries (especially Meyer, and Broadus) on the above passages. 
See also Strong, Philosophy and Religion, 431-442, and Woolsey, 
Divorce and Divorce Legislation, ch. ii, although so far as his 
interpretation of the teaching of Jesus on this point is concerned, 
President Woolsey’s views were later reversed. (See the essay by 
President Strong just mentioned.) The Roman church has not 
favored divorce of a freely entered and ecclesiastically regular mar- 
riage except for marital unfaithfulness. See Schmidt, Social Results 
of Christianity, 201sq., and, especially for the Roman Catholic posi- 
tion, Convers, Marriage and Divorce, and Pascal, “L’Association 
Catholique,” ‘Revue des Questions Sociales et Ouvreres, January, 
1896. Peabody, Jesus Christ and the Social Question, 150sq. has a 
characteristically sane discussion of the entire matter. 

15 Matt. 5:23, 24. 

16 Matt. 5:27, 28. 
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the love that should characterize husband and wife. It 
was, therefore, not in the spirit of a purist or a fanatic 
that Jesus thus put checks upon divorce, but because 
of his own central attitude. It was the underlying 
principles of this attitude that led him in the face of 
popular opinion thus to formulate for the group of his 
intimate followers the rigid application of love to 
human relationship. 


IV 

Modern sentiment, like the legislation and the senti- 
ment of the professional teachers of Jesus’ day, is 
- opposed to treating marriage as an aspect of the strictly 
.moral life. Marriage is assuming much more the char- 
acter of a legal status than of a natural union. Its con- 
tinuance is increasingly believed to be dependent upon 
the desires of the parties concerned and the decision of 
the courts. 

It has never been possible in legislation to assume 
‘Jesus’ ideal of absolute and perfect love between hus- 
band and wife. This Jesus himself recognized. Divorce 
had been permitted by Moses because of the hardness 
of his. people’s hearts. But Jesus was not a legislator 
dealing with society at large, but an expounder of atti- 
tudes for the group preparing for the kingdom. The 
attempts to prevent divorce in human society, even 
with the exception of cases of marital unfaithfulness, 
have never been successful. In fact, they seem to have 
tended toward the increase of illegitimacy. Even 
when marriage has been wholly an affair of the church 
the absolute prohibition of divorce has not conduced 
unqualifiedly to the welfare of society. If we could 
assume that all persons were possessed of the attitude 
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of Jesus and that they were as wise as they were lov- 
ing, the question of divorce.would of course not emerge. 
But such a presupposition is contrary to reality. The 
family is only a partially christianized institution. 
Society has always abounded and still abounds with 
persons whose lives are far enough removed from com- 
plete consecration to the ideals of Jesus. It is danger- 
ous to legislate as if the case were otherwise. Just 
as human experience has shown it to be inevitable 
that the state must regulate the relation of the sexes 
in the interests of public morality, so it has become 
inevitable that the principle of love must find its legis- 
lative expression in the choice of the less of two evils 
that beset a social institution. Family life unfortu- 
nately is no more completely subject to the ideals of. 
Jesus than is any other social institution. His 
ideal cannot be administered legally without causing 
vast suffering and in some cases imperiling and even 
wrecking the stability of the social order. Herein the 
point of view of legislation must always be different 
from that of Jesus, for it must recognize development 
in general morality. It certainly is more in accordance 
with the principle of love and the, giving of justice 
to end a marriage in which either husband or wife 
suffers from the wrongdoing, not to say brutality, of 
the other than to insist that the two shall live together 
without such release. It is the duty of love to protect 
the victims of evil persons. 

It is, of course, lamentable that this is the case, 
but it would be even more lamentable and dangerous to 
deny that it is the case. So long as men and women 
are imperfect, the desire to give justice must recognize 
the necessity of an approach to an ideal rather than 
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of an attempt to force people without ideals to live 
as if they possessed them. The practical question con- 
cerns the wisdom of any legislative attempt to control 
such loveless lives. 

It does not need to be added that such an expression 
of love as finding imperfect, but it is to be hoped, 
progressive social expression in remedial and preven- 
tive measures implies no approval of hasty divorce or 
hasty marriage. The central consideration is not that 
of the relation of the sexes but of the home as an insti- 
tution. Too much modern discussion of marriage fails 
to make this distinction. Any proposal to pallate 
indiscriminate sexual unions by some new terminology 
is to ignore the fact that marriage is intended as the 
first step in the setting up of a social institution. It is 
at this point that the teaching of Jesus gains a new 
moral application. If human beings are to make bio- 
logical considerations primary they are not fully realiz- 
ing their significance as persons. For such an estimate 
of human beings Jesus cannot be quoted, nor can there 
be any compromise or adjustment of his teaching. 
The very center of his teaching is to the contrary. 
And in the same proportion as individuals order their 
lives in accordance with the personal values which his 
teachings of love imply, the institution of the family 
gains in permanence and personal value. The family 
is a moral institution. Any psychology that would 
reduce human life to the level of its animal origin is 
contrary not only to the teachings of Jesus as regards 
love, but to the significance of that process which we 
call evolution. To attempt to cheapen the family by 
treating it as if it were not based on personality is to 
run counter to the tendency of the age-long experience 
of struggle and hope which has brought social life away 
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from its early animal stages to its present complicated 
and more personal character. 

What is this experience but a signpost pointing to 
the ideal of Jesus? If all families embodied the love 
of the Heavenly Father, who would think of divorce 
or of sexual irregularity? 


CHAPTER VI 
JESUS ON WEALTH 


JESUS was not a teacher of political economy, but 
he was not indifferent to economic affairs. His fol- 
lowers were drawn almost entirely from the unprivi- 
leged class. In fact, it was their poverty that gave 
rise to their revolutionary hopes. They felt the politi- 
cal oppression of Rome, but they also knew the pres- 
sure of need. As they looked forward to the better 
day which was to come, they saw harvests of grain 
and limitless supplies of wine.” The poor are nat- 
urally hostile to the rich, and this hostility was to be 
found in the masses of Palestine to which Jesus 
appealed. 


I 


His sympathy with the poor colored the teaching 
of Jesus. He was not dealing with problems of indus- 
try or commerce, of international trade or economic 
theory, but he was a friend of the dispossessed. 

But at this point the interpreter must be loyal to 
his method. There have been those who could see in 
Jesus a class-conscious agitator.” To them he is a 
carpenter who attempted proletarian leadership. Since 
he was killed by the authorities and the well-to-do, he 


* See Enoch 10:20-22. Curiously enough Papias records an alleged 
saying of Jesus to this effect. 
* Bouck White, The Call of the Carpenter; Kalthoff, Das Leben 
Jesus, and socialist interpreters of Jesus. 
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becomes a martyr of the working classes and his death 
a sacrament of class hatred. 

There is an element of justice in this conception of 
Jesus. He certainly did gather the masses about him- 
self, and he certainly did warn his disciples against 
wealth. He saw that the well-fed and the well-clothed 
were in the houses of the rich.* He repeatedly uses 
some aspect of property for illustration, yet all but 
invariably in such a way as to give the impression that 
he could see in wealth a source of arbitrary and danger- 
ous power. In fact, there seems to have been nothing, 
unless it be hypocrisy, which appeared to Jesus so full 
of danger as wealth. 

To the student of revolutions there is nothing pecu- 
liar in enmity toward the more privileged, and Jesus 
would be by no means unique if his sympathies with 
the crowds who listened to him had led him to appeal 
to cupidity and class consciousness. Here, as in the 
field of politics, the road to successful demagogism lay 
open. He had only to inflame the passions of his fol- + 
lowers to have led a peasants’ revolt. In the develop- 
ment of economic class consciousness, full of danger 
to the prosperous classes, Jesus might have found a 
cause even more appealing than that of armed revolt. 
There would have been a possibility, at least, that 
readjustments might have been made in taxes or that 
better administration would have been given agricul- 
ture and the fishing industry. There were not lacking 
precedents in which political authorities had so acted. 
In such an effort to get new economic rights for his 
people he might have won the reputation of a safe 
and sane reformer. 

But he turned from all appeals to hatred to the v 
insistence on goodwill. 


Oie,.. 7-24, 25. 


90 JESUS ON SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS 


True, misinterpretation is here easy. In many of 
his sayings Jesus discriminates harshly against the rich. 
To the rich, to the well-fed, to the merry, is foretold 
woe. “It is easier,” he once said, after he had seen 
an earnest, rich young man turn from him, “for a 
camel to go through a needle’s eye than for a rich man 
to enter into the kingdom of heaven.” * In the most 
awful of his parables he portrays the beggar Lazarus 
as sharing in the joys of the blessed, unable to carry \ 
the least of his comforts to the rich man suffering tor-’ 
ments across the great gulf... Our one monument of 
non-Pauline Christianity is full of this severity.’ It 
seems but the corollary of this discrimination when 
Jesus called upon his disciples to share their wealth 
with the poor. Such of them as had property were 
bidden to sell it and to give alms,* and no one who 
asked for aid was to be denied. The young man who 
had lived an exemplary life from his youth was told 
that if he would be perfect he should sell what he had 
and give to the poor.’ Nay, even if one had his goods 
taken from him he was not to seek them again.** An 
charity was not only to be extended, it was to be 
enjoyed. When Jesus first sent out the Twelve and _ 
(according to Luke) subsequently the Seventy, among 
other directions he gave them was that they take no 
money and accept hospitality from all whom they 
deemed worthy.** Within the immediate circle of his 
friends the same principle to some extent held good, 


“Lk. 6:24. There is a critical possibility that these words are 
not those of Jesus himself, but it is supported by arguments so 
purely subjective as to render conv iction difficult. 

° Matt. 18:24. 

®° Lk. 16:19-31. 

pee. rm ne 11; 2:1-7; 4:13; 5:1-6. 

nae ¢ 1° Matt. 5:42. 

; mney cabs 16-22. 12 Lk. 10:5-7, 
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for not only did Jesus apparently give to the poor,” 
but he himself was supported, at least in part, by 
devoted women.** For Jesus was a poor man without 
home of his own,’* and dependent upon others not only 
for support but for that hospitality which his own 
kinsmen seemed to have refused or so to have offered 
as to have made its acceptance a confession of 
insanity.’” 

From one of these cases it appears that the 
renunciation of wealth was one of the conditions of 
joining the new society. But it is not without 
parallels. The fishers of the lake were called to leave 
a prosperous business to become fishers of men.*° 
Matthew left his octroi station near Capernaum *" to 
follow Jesus, and even the money-changers of the 
Temple saw their tables overturned and their fellow 
monopolists fleeing before the Galilean who had found 
his Father’s house made into a den of thieves.** 

It would not be at all strange, therefore, if from 
these teachings and facts men should have concluded 
that the pursuit of wealth was unchristian and wealth 
itself an evil rather than a good. And so men have 
thought in all times since the days of Jesus. The 
preaching of the church against wealth has been 
equaled only by its zeal to obtain it. Those early 
ascetics who saw in the body only evil, and who sought 
with Simon of the Pillar to please God by the hideous 
mortification of the flesh, have been far outnumbered 
by the multitude of men who have by vows of poverty 
as well as celibacy endeavored to make themselves 
acceptable in the eyes of God. Few have so far imi- 


43'Jn, 13:29. Ae io 3 221 

43 Lk. 8:3. 16 Mk. 1:16, 17; Matt. 4:18, 19. 
14 Matt. 8:19, 20; Lk. 9, 57,58. *” Matt. 8:9. 

28 Mk. 11:17; Matt. 21:17; Lk. 19:46. 
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tated St: Francis as to strip off wealth and clothes alike 
and start at the new birth as naked as the new babe, 
but every religious revival of the Middle Ages blos- 
somed into fresh devotions of wealth to order or church 
and of life to the sanctifying processes of want. 
Through the centuries in which the leaven of Jesus 
has been working in society, wealth has enormously 
increased, but the processes of distribution have not 
developed so rapidly as those of production. The poor 
~ have been always present, and the Christian church 
has always endeavored, with more or less wisdom, to 
do them good.*” They are God’s poor. But too seldom 
has such benefaction perfectly represented Jesus, and 
too often has it hindered the realization of his more 
fundamental principles in economic processes. The 
ethics of production have sometimes been obscured by 
the charity of the exploiters of men. Charity has for 


centuries been too often the palliative of sin and the 
deadener of conscience. If patriotism has been once 
the last refuge of a scoundrel, charity has been a 
thousand times the hypocrite’s bid for heaven. 

It is, however, only the superficial elements in his 
life that really make Jesus appear a proletarian leader. 
He ceased to be a carpenter when he became the 
Master. His interest was not in economics but in per- 
sons. Men could enjoy higher values than wealth. 
Covetousness on the part of a poor man was as evil 
as on the part of a rich man.** His own poverty was 
obvious but he did not make it a basis of appeal to 
popular sympathy. He lived on charity, but he never 
declaimed against his lot. His view of wealth is not 
to be found in this or that particular saying, but in 


*° See, for instance, Uhlhorn, Christian Charity in the Early 
Church; Harnack, The Expansion of Christianity, I, 181-249. 
4° Lk. 12313-15, 
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the entire scope and course of his life and teachings. 
We do for Jesus simply what we do for every teacher 
whose method was like his, if we attempt to discover 
an attitude which underlies and a principle that binds 
together all specific sayings. 


II 


a 3 


How far Jesus was from to-day’s interests in eco-— 
nomic matters appears in his absolute silence regarding - 


the problems connected with the production of wealth. 
In part this may have been due to the existence of 
slavery, but Jesus says nothing about the emancipation 
of slaves. It may have been due partly to the absence 
of anything like the present capitalist organization 


» 


of society, but Jesus has nothing to say about the : 


moral aspects of trade. In fact, when he refers to eco- 
nomic matters either directly or by way of illustration, 
his language is that of the small-town artisan. Even 
where he uses the wage scale as an illustration, it is 
to the purport that the employer in giving wages has 
a right to do as he will with his own.** To attempt to 
derive from this parable any teaching for our elaborate 
economic system would be worse than futile. It is far 
wiser to recognize frankly the fact that just as Jesus’ 
teaching is nonpolitical, so is it in any strict sense of 
the term, noneconomic. How fortunate this is appears 
when one recalls how inappropriate teachings appli- 
cable to the agricultural and commercial world of his 
day might be to an industrial age like ours. 

When we undertake to estimate the teaching of 
Jesus from the point of view of his immediate sur- 
roundings, we can see that his real purpose is to set 
forth the meaning of goodwill. His interest is not in 


21 Matt. 20:1-16. 
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wealth, but in human possibilities. The attitude of 
goodwill, upon which he relies because of its accord 
with the goodwill of God, will find different expres- 
sions in different economic situations. But whatever 
the nature of the economic society, the moral prin- 
ciple and motive which Jesus emphasizes will be the 
same. Its expression will differ in accordance with 
men’s perception of particular needs.** 

This general principle is clear: the economic life 
must be dominated by brotherliness. Wealth must b 
gained and used for the benefit of others as well as for, 
oneself. It should not be governed by mere acquisi- 
tiveness. Jesus gave an extreme illustration of this. 
A landowner’s agent ** by trickiness won friends for 
himself by appealing to their cupidity. In fact, having 
reduced their rentals dishonestly, he could expect to 
live permanently on blackmail. Jesus pointed out 
that this was far-sightedness on the part of dishonest 
people. Money could be used to make friends. So it 
might be used by honest people. Men were to make 
friends with the Mammon of unrighteousness that 
when wealth itself failed these friends might receive 
their benefactor into “eternal habitation.” But Jesus 
did not let the matter stop there. The use of money 
- is a test of character. For if a man be unfaithful in 
the affairs of business, Jesus regards him as liable to 
be unfaithful in matters of greater importance.“ The 
rich man suffering in torments had a thought of his 
brothers too late, and his wealth had made no friends. 

** Heuver, The Teaching of Jesus Concerning Wealth; Rogge, 
Der irdische ees im N. T.; Cone, Rich and Poor in the N. 

ne Lk. ie 16: 10, oh, Clement of Alexandria, in his little tract The 
Salvation of Rich M en, puts this admirably: “Earthly property 


should be considered in the light of a staff, an instrument for good 
uses.” 
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He had served Mammon, but not God. So, too, Jesus 
condemned °° the rich fool who, after he had accumu- 
lated wealth, planned to use it selfishly for his own 
enjoyment. In the genuine epicurean call to his soul, 
“Thou hast much goods laid up for thyself; eat, drink, 
and be merry,” this man published his determination 


to avoid all the possibilities of benefiting society . 


—wealth put in his hands. Wealth is therefore a desir- 
able good only so far as it is a means to a man’s high- 
est development—that is, only so long as it renders 
him more capable of fulfilling Jesus’ ideal of fraternity. 

~ For as Jesus pertinently asked, “What shall it profit a 
man if he gain the whole world and yet lose him- 
self?” *® A man’s heart will be with his treasure, and 
there is more lasting wealth than silver and gold.*’ 

It is against this danger which lies within acquisi- 
tiveness that Jesus especially warns his followers. It 
is a simple matter of observation that, instead of 
increasing a man’s social sympathies, the struggle for 
fortune too often makes him selfish and unsocial in 
that it breaks down that sense of.dependence which 
the poor man feels binding him to other men. In the 
same proportion as the semblance of independence 
increases is there danger that a man will forget that he 
is always an integral part of society and that he can 
be truly a person only as he is in sympathy with his 
fellows. This was the trouble evidently enough with 
the rich young man of whom we have already spoken. 
He was endeavoring to build up a perfection upon the 


cornerstone of a selfish individualism. This is the ~ 


secret of Jesus’ command to trust the Heavenly Father 
for clothes and food.** These things are not evil, but 


#5 Lk. 12:16-21. 72 Lk?.0* 25: 27 Matt. 6:19-21. 
*8 Matt. 6:31-33. See also his warning against covetousness, 
mks°12:15. 
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if once regarded as the highest good they will 
inevitably lead to a selfish competition for personal 
advantage at the cost of generous impulses and faith. 

With such a conception of the application of good- 
will to the economic life, Jesus could consistently be 
only severe in his condemnation of whatever makes 
against brotherliness. No man ever had a deeper sym- 
pathy with the poor and unfortunate. Like them, he 
felt profoundly the misery and injustice which spring 
from the irresponsible power of the wealthy, and 
sought with all his strength to arouse new feelings of 
the need of giving justice. Yet he was the farthest 
possible from economic fanaticism. He himself was 
able to live with poor and rich alike.*’ If he was 
homeless, the houses of the rich were often at his 
service. If his head was sometimes wet with the dews 
of heaven, he knew also what it was to have poured 
upon him costly ointment. He welcomed the rich 
Zacchaeus quite as heartily as his fellow citizen, the 
beggar Bartimaeus. Where is there more business 
optimism than in his advice to lend money to those in 
need, never despairing of its repayment? °° Indeed, 
his life expresses even more distinctly than his words 
the coordination of his teachings. 

All the more weighty, therefore, is his judgment 
upon the unworthy rich. Wealth he showed to be a 


2° Tt is a mistake to think of early Christians as altogether from 
the poorest classes. They were from the well-to-do and even wealthy 
classes as well, as appears not only from the Acts and certain allu- 
sions in the epistles, but also from evidence furnished by the Cata- 
combs. So far is it from being true that Christianity was a 
proletarian movement. See Rosse, La Roma Sotteranea Cristiana; 
Northcote and Brownlow, Roma Sotteranea. 

8° Lk. 6:35. The Authorized Version completely abscures the 
thought of Jesus by its arbitrary mistranslation of GmeAnifovtes. Yet 
it is hardly historical to plead that Jesus intended to be a good 
adviser for business men. Cf. Barton, The Man Nobody Knows. 
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good, but only when it is a social good and when its 
pursuit does not weaken those impulses within a man 
that go out toward his fellows and God. Then he 
becomes unfit for the kingdom of heaven. Inevitable 
and fearful punishment awaited the man whose wealth 
brought no joy to others than himself. 


III 


All this, it must be admitted, brings Jesus close to . 
the general position of socialism. If the attitude of 
love would make economic goods not means of purely 
individual enjoyment but consecrated to the good of | 
society, and if the ideal society is a brotherhood, it is | 
not a long step to the belief that any form of private | 
property is anti-fraternal and that society itself can | 
best administer economic matters for the good of its” 
members. Something like corroboration is given such 
an interpretation of Jesus’ position by the fact that the 
company of his followers had a common purse,”* and 
that the members of the primitive Jerusalem church 
“had all things in common.” *” 

It is therefore by no means strange that there have »* 
always been those who have maintained that in some 


$1 Jn. 12:19; 13;6. These texts are so used by Todt, Der radikale 
deutsche Socialismus. 

82 Acts 2:44, 45; 4:32, 36, 37. It is just here that unrhetorical 
describtion seems almost beyond hope. For instance, Leslie Stephen 
(Social Rights and Duties, I, 21, 22): “The early Christians were 
the socialists of their age, and took a view of Dives and Lazarus 
which would commend itself to the Nihilists of to-day ... if the 
man who best represents the ideas of early Christians were to 
enter a respectable society of to-day, would it not be likely to send 
for the police?” A master of clever English like Leslie Stephen 
has small need of such astonishing nonsense as this to get himself 
a hearing. Laveleye (Primitive Property, Intro. xxxi.), though 
writing in a different spirit, makes an equally indefensible state- 
ment: “If Christianity were taught and understood conformably 
to the spirit of its Founder, the existing social organism could not 
last a day.” 
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form of socialism lay the true program of Christianity. 
It has repeatedly happened that a revival of faith and 
zeal has been accompanied by some doctrine as to 
community of goods. “If there were no sin, all 
temporal goods would be held in common” has been 
the ery of more than one Raymund Lull. To a con- 
siderable degree this is seen beneath the policy of the 
_ great medieval monastic orders and of ultra-reformers 
like some of the Anabaptists. But in most of these 
* eases their limited communism has been accompanied 
_ by more or less asceticism to which the spirit of 


~| modern socialism is radically opposed. No man, how- 


ever, can bring any such charge against the Christian 
socialists of England, Germany, or America. The great 
inducement to combine Christianity and socialism lies 
along the very different line of their professed search 
for greater happiness and completeness in life, and it 
cannot be denied that the combination has great attrac- 
tions. Indeed, if socialism be only what Maurice °° 
declared it to be, “the acknowledgment of brotherhood 
and fellowship in work,” it is but a phase of Chris- 
tianity. ; 

To think of Jesus as gentle idealist who preached a 
communism which was neither coarse nor practicable; 
to see in the Jerusalem church a group of kindred ideal- 
ists attempting to practice the same unworldly 
economy; to see only sophistry in the word of any 
man who ventures to think that the early church 
fathers did not regard riches as the fruit of usurpation 
—all this is captivating, but it will hardly bear severe 
scrutiny.°* 

*3 Tafe, II, 128. 

84So Nitti, Le Socialisme Catholique, especially chs. 11, ii. Less 


learned but equally extreme views are constantly to be met. For 
instance, R. Heber Newton, Social Studies, 332sq. It is gratify- 


JESUS ON WEALTH 99 


For it is futile to attempt to discover modern social- 
ism in the words of Jesus. There is, it is true, nothing 
incompatible with such a system were it once proved 
to be the means best adapted to furthering the true 
spirit of brotherliness; but this is just as true of a 
rational individualism. The follower of Jesus must 
sympathize heartily with those who denounce grind- 
ing competition or a supposed “iron law of wages,” but 
as a follower of Jesus one stands committed to neither 
socialism nor individualism. Before either is declared 
unchristian it must be shown to be hopelessly opposed 
to goodwill. Charity, with Jesus, is not communism. 
If it could be proved that he had been an Essene, the 
identification might be easier, but that possibility is 
now little thought of.*° Probably no one would soberly 
commit Jesus to communism because of Judas and 
the bag, and so far as any direct word or single act of 
his is concerned, it is necessary to say the same. Even 
in the case of the primitive Jerusalem church it is 
impossible to discover anything like communism in the 
modern sense of the word. Its members, be they never 
so rich, were not required to sell their possessions and 
to give to the poor, if we are to accept the words of 
Peter to Ananias.** Indeed, the story of Ananias and 
Sapphira does not make their fate dependent upon 
their failure to share all their property, but upon their 
lying to the effect that they had so done. Nor does it 


ing to find an opposite view presented in so important a work as 
Nathusius, Die Mitarbeit der Kirche an der Loésung der Socialen 
Frage, Il, 274sq. As one would expect, thorough historians reject 
the idea of there having been communism in the Jerusalem church, 
for instance, Weizsiicker, History of the Apostolic Age (Eng. ed.), I, 
56. See also Keim, Jesus of Nazara, III, 345-347. 

85 See Godet, Commentary on Luke; Lightfoot, Commentary on 
the Epistle to the Colossians, Appendix; Renan, History of the 
People of Israel, V, 48-66. 

°° Acts 4:4. 
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appear that all the members of the church at Jeru- 
salem disposed of their property, since the mother of 
Mark had her own house.*’ As a matter of fact, it 
would seem that this sharing of wealth in Jerusalem 
was simply an expression of natural enthusiasm and 
Christian love. It may, perhaps, have involved a too 
literal interpretation of Jesus’ words, but even this is 
by no means clear. At any rate, a few years after this 
so-called communism we find the church at Jerusalem 
counseling, not communism, but generosity to the 
poor,’ and Paul’s effort to raise a “‘contribution for 
the poor among the saints in Jerusalem” replacing 
the “having of things in common.” *’ If there really 
had ever been any communism, its outcome was a 
reductio ad absurdum—a commentary upon the need 
of care in using the words of Jesus that will repay 
reflection.°° 

In the matter of charity we find Jesus expressing 
by his life the common sense that is to be used in the 
interpretation of his more radical statements. When 
his friends saw fit to criticize a woman who had 
anointed him, on the ground that the cost of the oint- 
ment might much better have been given to the poor, 
Jesus rebukes them, though using those words which 
so often have incited to charity, ‘““The poor ye have 
with you always, that when ye will ye may do them 
good.” ** There was a duty higher than charity. It 


87 Acts 12:12. $8) Galt. 2:9. 8° Rom. 15:26. 

*° What means would be left of communicating one to another, 
if none had the means to bestow” (i.e., had given everything away)? 
asks Clement of Alexandria, who doubtless saw that the Christians 
of Alexandria needed little encouragement to engage in business if 
the words of the Emperor Hadrian to his brother-in-law, Servianus, 
are correct. Speaking of the inhabitants of Alexandria he says, 
“They have all of them but one God—money; ’tis he alone that 
Christians, Jews, and all the rest adore.” 

“1 Matt. 26: 6-11. 
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would, indeed, be far less correct to say that Jesus 
taught indiscriminate giving than to say that, accord- 
ing to his general principle of love, charity may at 
times be forbidden as hurtful rather than helpful. 


IV 

The application to modern economic conditions of 
this teaching of Jesus regarding brotherhood is diffi- 
cult only when we treat his words as those of one seek- 
ing to organize economic life. Then they become 
impracticable. His unsparing denunciation of those 
pie build life upon acquisitiveness becomes an attack 

upon wealth itself. His sympathy for the oppressed 
people of his own day becomes justification of hostility 
to our existing social order. His merciless portrayal of 
the outcome of the spirit of the rich man who would 
let Lazarus rot among the dogs becomes a justification 
of an assault upon all rich men. But this is to mis- 
interpret Jesus and to use his name in vain—to make 
him an economist when he is a herald of a moral 
attitude. Oe 

It is clear that no human society with which we 
have any acquaintance was ever built or could ever be 
built on disregard of economic goods. Poor peoples 
have little art, little education, few public institutions. 

Unless progress from primitive savagery to our pres- 
ent civilization be regarded as degenerate, wealth must 
be recognized as one basis for such progress. To insist 
that every man with Jesus’ ideals of service must give 
all his property away is not only to put a premium on 
beggary, but it is to put economic power exclusively 
in the hands of those who, repudiating his teaching 
as to love, are unqualifiedly acquisitive. As celibacy 
in the name of religion tended to breed out the more 
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spiritually minded from the European stock, so a reli- 
gious pursuit of poverty would tend to breed out the 


_ possibility of controlling economic life by Christian 


ideals. 

The question, therefore, whether Jesus has any 
meaning for an economically developing social order is 
not to be answered by erecting epigrams into laws. If 
he is to have influence in the economic world, we must 
eliminate from his teaching elements which obviously 
arose from his expectation of the speedy coming of 
the kingdom and the end of time. Chief among these 
removals would be his teachings as to the giving away 
of wealth as a universal prerequisite of entering into 
the joys of the kingdom, as well as the command that 
his followers sell what they had and give to the poor. 
Such directions are intelligible if Jesus thought that 
the world would soon come to an end, but they can 
never be used as determining factors in the economic 
life of his followers. The problems of production are 
unmentioned by him. 

We must not treat his immediate relations with a 
discontented, oppressed, poverty-stricken people as 
something to be generalized into a universal ethical 


/ideal. For there is no necessary virtue in poverty any 


more than there is necessarily evil in wealth. If Jesus 
had given the slightest intimation that he had an eco- 
nomic theory like that of Karl Marx, his words regard- 
ing wealth would, of course, have an entirely new 
meaning, but he had no economic philosophy and no 
permanent economic program. His interest in any 
concrete situation, whether it be marriage or property, 
is that of one who is endeavoring to get men to see 
that the basic need in life is the expression of a love 
like that of the Heavenly Father. Poverty may check 
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this, wealth may check it. Neither is injurious because 
of itself, but because it stimulates the spirit of acqui- 
sitiveness and selfishness. In a social order like ours 
' the consistent Christian will endeavor to base eco- 
nomic processes on a true recognition of personal 
values, cease to think of labor as a commodity, and 
endeavor to use whatever wealth he has morally 
gained in the interest of human welfare. 

Acquisitiveness is not limited to those who have 
property. It is also the attitude of the unprivileged. 
What others have they want. Like the ancient 
Hebrews, they pass by cities or vineyards of others 
and believe that their God has given such blessings 
to them. They believe in brotherhood because they 
hope to get something from their brothers. They 
believe in justice because they feel that if justice were 
done the rich would be cast down and they, poor but 
worthy, would be lifted to high estate. When was 
there a revolutionary movement in which there was 
not a demand for privilege and a determination in 
some way to gain it? A declaration of rights is a 
precursor of civil war. 

Jesus, with his profound sympathy with the masses, 
sensed this attitude on the part of his contemporaries 
and sought to correct it. And in so doing he rose above 
economic programs. Emphasizing solely a moral atti- 
tude, Jesus cannot be found to be an economist. He 
is neither a champion nor an opponent of laissez faire ; 
he neither forbids trades unions, strikes, and lockouts, 
nor advises them; he was neither socialist nor indi- 
vidualist. Jesus was a friend neither of the working 
man nor the rich man as such. He dealt with persons, 
not economic classes. The question he would put to 
a man is not “Are you rich?” “Are you poor?” but 
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“Have you done the will of my Father and loved all 
men?” The answer to this question must be left to 
economic wisdom energized by goodwill. The first 
point to be settled is as to whether an existing eco- 
nomic institution or custom or effort tends to the 
establishment of fraternity. If it does not, the face 
of Christ is against it, and the only escape from his 
woe is to abolish whatever keeps its possessor from 
using or producing wealth to the advantage of society. 
For such minds as would regard this as an ethical plati- 
tude, Jesus furnishes abundant stimulus in the sayings 
of the Sermon on the Mount. For those who itch less 
for sensational novelties, this teaching of Jesus will 
furnish the point of departure for any economic phi- 
losophy that cares to use his name. 


CHAPTER VII 
JESUS ON THE STATE 


THE emphasis which Jesus placed upon a social 
attitude rather than upon social legislation is espe- 
cially evident in his teaching about the state. As has 
already been pointed out, the revolutionary psychol- 
ogy to which he appealed contained political elements 
which were at last to break all restraints and involve 
the Jews repeatedly in fatal conflict with the Romans. 
Jesus constantly faced the temptation to capitalize 
these insurrectionary forces. That appears from the 
story of the temptation and from his words to Peter 
at the time when his disciples declared their faith in 
him as their expected messiah.” But, as he told Pilate, 
if the kingdom for which he prepared men had been 
of this age his followers would have fought.” His 
insistence on the spirit of love as indispensable for 
those who would enjoy the blessings of God’s kingdom 
made any championship of violence out of the ques- 
tion. -His disciples even when prosecuted were not to 
rely upon force but upon divine help. 


I 
Jesus was alive to national duties. He was not an 
internationalist but a Jew with a mission to the lost 
sheep of the house of Israel. His nation was precious, 
and he foresaw distinctly the dangers which the revo- 


* Mk. 8:31-38. ? Jn. 18 :33-37. * Mk. 13:9, 11-13. 
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lutionary and military spirit threatened.“ Just as 
clearly did he recognize its possibilities as a nation of 
those who embodied the attitude he saw in God. His 
individualism was therefore not that of the anarchist. 
He presented himself dramatically to his capital city 
for acceptance as representative of the spirit of the 
coming kingdom.* It is no wonder that the people of 
Jerusalem who had not seen him since the beginning 
of his public career should have been astonished at 
the Galileans’ saluting him as the Son of David. But 
even his followers were disillusioned as they saw their 
Christ weeping over Jerusalem and forecasting its 
doom. For when the little procession of unarmed 
men escorting an unarmed and humble Galilean were 
asked by the people of Jerusalem who Jesus was, they 
replied that he was the prophet of Nazareth. The 
bitterness of his disappointment is easily understood. 
He had sought to influence his people to recognize 
their mission as the representatives of a rightly con- 
ceived God of Israel, but they had ignored his message 
and clung to the hope of a national messiah, the Son 
of David. He saw clearly what tragedies this super- 
nationalism involved. The Pharisees might hope to 
win the world to God by proselyting, but the insur- 
rectionary, militaristic elements within the state would 
bring about the destruction of the city. And time was 
to prove his forecast correct. His cleansing of the 
Temple was the outgrowth of the same desire to arouse 
his people to a true mission to the world. The Temple 
that should have been the house of prayer for all 
nations had been exploited by the priestly coterie for 
their own financial advantage. With this effort the 


* Lk. 19:41-44, 


° This is the meaning of the so-called triumphal entry (Mk. 11:1-11 
and parallels). 
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more spiritually minded Pharisees must have sympa- 
thized,* but they could not see in Jesus one who had 
any authority for aggressive reform. It is always 
difficult for the professional teacher of religion to treat 
respectfully the nonprofessional. Such drastic action 
as he took in the Court of the Temple served only to 
arouse the fear of popular uprising, and as Caiaphas 
is reported to have said,’ it seemed better for one 
man to die than for the nation to suffer at the hands 
of its political master. 

But beyond this attempt to call his nation to its / 
religious opportunity and duty Jesus did not go. He 
did not deal with the nation as a political unit, and 


his teaching was no more political than was his action. /. 


He was endeavoring to inculcate attitudes in the indi- | 
vidual soul rather than to organize a new state or to 
urge political reform. The revolutionary psychology 
of his followers had to be purged of hatred and appeal 
to force. Otherwise the kingdom of heaven would be 
given to others than Jews.* 


II 

Jesus nowhere gives political teaching. His non- 
interfering attitude toward the state and political rela- 
tions is to be seen, in his own life, in scattered state- 
ments, and in general comparisons and implications. 

As regards his own life, it is evident that he obeyed 
the local and imperial governments under which he 
lived, and that he distinctly refused to be made a gov- 
ernor or a king, or in any way to be involved in politi- 
eal revolution, preferring death to political agitation.® 
All this is evident in his transformation of the revo- 


® Herford, The Pharisees, ch.iv. ° Lk. 14:15-24; Matt. 22:1-10. 
* Jn. 11:49, 50. ° Jn. 6:15; 18:36; Acts 1:5sq. 
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lutionary psychology. The most celebrated text,” 
“Render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and 
unto God the things that are God’s,” is rather an 
avoidance of specific teaching than an enunciation of 
a principle. The position in which Jesus found him- 
self precluded direct answer.’ That was why his 
opponents asked the question. His answer, therefore, 
was one that might be interpreted either favorably or 
unfavorably according to the conception his opponents 
held as to whether or not Caesar really owned the 
coins. Once grant (as the account would lead us to 
suppose they did grant) that “the image and super- 
scription” on the coin implied the sovereignty of 
Caesar, and the reply of Jesus would of necessity pro- 
nounce the payment of taxes legitimate.** Deny that 
implication and his reply says nothing of the law. It 
is, therefore, obvious that any wide application of this 
text to the exigencies of politics must first of all pre- 
suppose the sovereign rights of the ruler. Besides, it 
is clear that in the mind of Jesus the emphasis was 
upon the thought of rendering to God the things that 
were his. The entire reply was a rebuke to insidious 
quibbling and a refusal to be drawn into politics as 
an excuse for submission to tyranny or as an incentive 
to a struggle for independence.** 


1° Matt. 22:18-22. 

11 The taxes were a constant cause of revolt. See Josephus, Ant. 
Xvi, 131-63" xx) 6:2: Acta 5:37, 

12 That the effigy was regarded by the Jews as implying sovereignty 
is clear from the fact in the revolt against Hadrian they restamped 
the Roman coins. See Madden, Coins of the Jews, 176, 203, and 
Renan, Life of Jesus (Am. ed., 1895), 337n. 

18 Matt. 17:27; Renan, Life of Jesus (Am. ed., 1895), 338. The 
tax was not political, but a religious levy for the support of the 
Temple at Jerusalem. See Edersheim, Life and Times of Jesus the 
Messiah, II, 111-18. See also Ex. 30:1llsq; Neh. 10:32sq. The 
Mishna has a separate treatise on the subject. 
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More distinct is the reply of Jesus to the well- 
meant boast of Pilate ** that he had the power of 
punishing or acquitting: “Thou wouldst have no 
authority against me, except it were given thee from 
above.” At the first glance it might appear as if these 
words are to be taken according to their historical 
interpretation and thus commit Jesus to the theory 
of the divine right of kings, not to mention the whole 
mass of pusillanimity and casuistry known as the doc- 
trine of Passive Obedience. But it seems strange to 
think of Jesus at this supreme hour setting forth a 
political theory. It is much more natural to regard 
these words as a part of his philosophy of provi- 
dence.” They do indeed recognize Pilate as a 
judge, and express submission to a government as 
to any fact of society, but they by no means make 
the right of kings any more divine than a myriad 
other rights. 

Nor when we pass from the search for definite state- 
ments to a consideration of the implications and the 
comparisons of the teachings of Jesus do we gain any 
more definite results. He frequently uses certain 
phases of royal life to illustrate his teachings: the 
kingdom of God in some respects, he said, was like a 
would-be king who had rebellious subjects; ** or a 
king who gave a marriage supper to his son, only to 
find himself insulted; ** or a king who was more 
merciful than one of his subjects;.°* while the mis- 
fortunes that come upon a kingdom torn by civil war 
furnished him arguments for proving his own inno- 
cence of complicity with Satan.*” These comparisons, 


come, 10:11. SIMASLO eta: 
15 Compare Matt. 6:25-34. 18 Matt. 18:23sq 
1¢ Lk. 19:11sq. ®° Mk. 3:24; Matt. 12 :25sq. 
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coupled with the absence of any serious *° criticism 
of royalty, make it safe to say that, while we are lack- 
ing in definite political teaching emanating from Jesus, 
we cannot maintain to the contrary that he regarded 
government as an evil. But his kingdom was indeed 
not of this world,** and these comparisons yield no 
data for generalization.**” Even the apostles gave 
more political teaching than he. 


III 


Was Jesus, then, an anarchist? 

The question is absurd if one means by anarchy 
the philosophy of dynamite and terror. But this, of 
course, is only a caricature of a far more tenable polit- 
ical philosophy. Proudhon’s “anarchic government’ 
was to be no more full of violence than the “natural” 
state of Rousseau. The name has unfortunate asso- 
ciations, but, at least as the name of a philosophy, 
may stand for an ideal condition, which is to be the 
expression of law. But this law is no longer, as with 
Thomas Aquinas, the outflow of the divine nature, 
but is rather the expression of a human nature that 
is instinctively to do that which is good not only in 
the eyes of its possessor, but also in those of his 
neighbors. 

“Anarchy is not inconsistent with association, but 
only with enforced association. It means simply a 


2° For no one except a fanatic would see in the somewhat cutting 
reference to the luxury of courts (Matt. 11:8; Lk. 7:25) anything 
opposed to monarchy as such. Nor do the references to trials before 
kings and judges (Matt. 10:18) imply any opposition to the insti- 
tutions they represent. 

#2 Jn. 18:36. 

** Simkovitch, Toward the Understanding of Jesus, finds a warn- 
ing against political revolt in the sayings concerning nonresistance. 
Such an implication is plausible but fails to recognize the central, 
nonpolitical purpose of Jesus. 
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state of society in which no one is bound or obliged 
to do anything (whether to associate with others or 
anything else); it is not opposed to order, but only 
to enforced order; nor to rule, but only to obligatory 
rule. In other words, it is synonymous with liberty. 
Under such a system, individuals would simply be left 
free to do as they chose; compulsion would disappear; 
the only bonds in society would be moral bonds.” ** 
There could be no inherent objection to calling Jesus 
this sort of anarchist if his teachings were sufficiently 
distinct to justify the use of any political term. It 
might, indeed, by its sensational connections attract 
new attention to his words. It would not be the 
first time novelty has done yeoman service as truth. 
And it must be admitted that at first glance there is 
something of similarity between Jesus’ words and this 
benign and harmless political metaphysics, which, like 
a sheep in wolf’s clothing, is doing its best by mas- 
querading under an ill-omened name to startle the 
world into believing it of practical importance. . But 
unless our conception of the teaching of Jesus is alto- 
gether incorrect, not only would it be ill-advised to 
use the term anarchy in speaking of his teaching, but 
it would commit him to notions of government and 
society which were utterly absent from his thought. 
For instance, much of the plausibility of this ironic 
anarchy depends upon the conception of the state as 
a mere coercive regulator of individuals who need an 


23 Salter, Anarchy or Government, 7. Two other opinions may 
be requoted from this little work: “In heaven nothing like what we 
call government on earth can exist” (Channing, Works, 361). “Strict 
anarchy may be the highest conceivable grade of perfection of 
social existence; but, if all men spontaneously did justice and loved 
mercy, it is plain that all swords might advantageously be turned 
into ploughshares, and that the occupation of judges and police 
would be gone” (Huxley, Essays, I, 39). 
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umpire to decide and enforce the extent to which each 
must yield to the other in the interest of social peace. 
Once conceive of the state as something more than 
this agent of coercion, and the most captivating argu- 
ment of the anarchist weakens before some utopia 
of the socialist pure and simple. Now the words of 
Jesus should not be forced to train with those of 
either school. He stands no more committed to an 
idea of government as a keeper of the peace than to 
the idea of government as a sort of executive commit- 
tee of a democracy. In certain particulars his teaching 
would agree with either conception. But the point of 
its agreement is not within the sphere of speculative 
or practical politics, but within that of individual 
attitudes. One can no more call him an anarchist 
because he gives no political teaching than one can 
call him a surgeon because he never speaks of 
medicines. 

Was then Jesus a socialist, a monarchist, a demo- 
crat? Again must it be said he was none of these. 
He was without political teaching. In this particular 
he is unique among the great teachers who have 
affected the West. Others, like Plato and Mahomet, 
have yielded to the temptation of systematic thought 
or circumstances, and have weighted their philosophy 
and their religion with political teachings that were 
either so ideal as to be impracticable or so practicable 
as to be outgrown. Jesus felt the force of the same 
temptation.** It was not through apathy that he 
refused to enter the sphere of political thought. He 
was teaching revolutionists. The people demanded 
political leadership, the professional teachers expected 
it, the Romans finally executed him for it. But with 

#4 Matt. 4:8. 
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that concentration and foresight that continually 
grows upon the student of his life, he held himself 
sternly to the duties of a preacher of goodwill. It 
was enough when he had shown the fatherly mon- 
archy of God and the supremacy of an all-embracing 
attitude. 

If men desire the sanction of Jesus for any form 
of government, they must appeal not to specific say- 
ings, but to his spirit. The test of a theory or a | 
program must not be, does Jesus teach it? but does it 
make for fraternity? 


IV 

The bearing of the teaching of Jesus upon political 
affairs is thus the same as in the case of other social 
institutions. It contains no directions for social legis- 
lation. The supreme duty of man is to embody the 
principle of love in whatever social groupings he may 
be. As there must be not only the Christian home 
and the Christian organization of economic life, so the 
state must be regarded as a unit in which those who 
would embody the principle of Jesus are involved. 
This is only to repeat that the Christian cannot iso- 
late himself from his social relations. A Christian 
father cannot act as if he were without a family; a 
Christian citizen cannot act as if there were no citi- 
zenship. The motives and attitudes which he derives 
from his experience as a Christian must be normative 
in his political life just as in all other social groupings. 

Such general statements as these would probably not 
arouse difference of opinion. The real difficulty lies in 
determining just how to express the attitude of Jesus 
in political relations. There are those who would 
attempt to apply to the actions of political units his 
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absolute idealism given to those possessed of no share 
in the government and who thought there was to be 
no history. Sometimes, as in the case of certain sects, 
this means that the Christian refuses to act as a civil 
magistrate, much less as a soldier. 

Generally, however, this attempt to apply the abso- 

lute ideal of Jesus to human affairs without recogni- 
tion of civic groupings takes the form of pacifism, 
with special emphasis upon the epigrams of Jesus that 
urge the turning of the cheek and nonresistance to 
evil. To such interpreters of Jesus war is murder. 
As a matter of interpretation this is certainly open 
to serious ebjection. There is no more justification 
in making one saying of Jesus the center of a Chris- 
tion legalism than another. The same Jesus that said 
“turn the other cheek” also advised his disciples to 
sell their coats and buy swords.*” The same Jesus 
who said “resist not evil” regarded himself as binding 
the strong man, and told his disciples to lend to every- 
one that asked. A saying of Jesus can be used safely 
» only as it is interpreted as an epigrammatic emphasis 
of his fundamental position. 
_ Beyond question war as an institution is opposed 
to the spirit of Jesus. But the attitude of goodwill 
does not determine the technique by which goodwill 
should be expressed. 'To seek to persuade a govern- 
ment to outlaw war and to substitute arbitration for 
war as a means of adjusting international disputes is 
clearly an application of the attitude of love to 
‘national affairs. In the same proportion as it succeeds 
will war disappear. There is no alternative goal for 
a Christianized politics. 

But this is different from saying that the Christian 


#5 Lk. 22:35-38. 
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citizen should not engage in a specific war. A man 


cannot arbitrarily dissociate himself from his civie!.~ 


relations. The nation itself has duties in which he 
shares. There have been wars which were so obviously 
the outcome of the attitudes that Jesus opposed as 
to make it impossible for a Christian to support them. 
But there have been and for a long time may be other 


circumstances in which to engage in a war is a choice yy 


between two evils. As over against war may be the 
probable destruction of institutions which preserve an 
approach toward the socializing of the Christian atti- 
tude. In such a case the question whether to share 
in or to separate oneself from the natior 1l defense is 
one which is not to be answered by turning a non- 
political saying of Jesus into a political imperative. 
There must be an intelligent balancing of possible 
goods. The principle of neighborliness means the pro- 
tection of victims of possible injustice just as truly » 
as caring for their sufferings after they have been 
abused. Suppose that the Good Samaritan had arrived 
in time to see the robbers maltreating their victim. 
Would not his duty as a neighbor have involved his 
interference by force with their robbery? 

The organization of duties from the point of view 
of social processes involves a group’s or nation’s rela- 
tion to social history and progress. ( So far as one can 
see in the words of Jesus there is*no recognition of 
process; but, as has been pointed out, the expression 
of unconditioned ideals which human welfare demands 
should be regnant in human affairs,/ But these ideals 
are attitudes rather than programs. Just how they 
are to be expressed may be a matter of opinion, but 
it is unchristian to charge another person with being 
unchristian who in an effort to attain ultimate human 


116 JESUS ON SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS 


good gives consideration to the obligations which social 
institutions like the state involve. War must be shown 
to involve losses of human progress greater than the 
losses resulting from non-resistance. But if these latter 
losses appear greater, and men refuse to protect their 
institutions, the principle of love is itself subordinated 
to a revived legalism justified by appeal to sayings of 
Jesus not intended to be political.** 


V 

But can a nation become a moral integer capable 
of expressing the attitude of goodwill? Certainly in 
history it has never been so regarded. Civil rights 
have been extended across frontiers only in accord- 
ance with definite treaties and agreements. Nations 
as such have always felt that there are certain matters 
which are not justiciable. In them the ultimate 
recourse 1s war. 

The fundamental difficulty is that nations have not 
regarded themselves as belonging to a group related 
to them as society is to the individual. Sovereignty 
has been nonsocial and the development of interna- 
tional mores has therefore been slow. The attitudes 
of Jesus, however incorporated in individuals living 
in their social groupings, have not been seriously car- 
ried over into the relation of nations because of this 
fact. The very basis of a national morality has been 
wanting. 

Yet the beginning of an international ethics can 
be seen. If, for example, one were to compare what 
Josephus calls the laws of war with those elements 
of present international law respected by nations at 


?° For a fuller discussion I may refer to my Patriotism and 
Religion. 
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war, it would be apparent that there has been moral 
progress. With Josephus the laws of war meant the 
right of the conqueror to treat the conquered as if 
they had no rights. To-day noncombatants are pro- 
tected and there are limitations to many practices 
which two thousand years ago would have been 
regarded as conventional in war. Furthermore, be- 
cause of the increase of rapid communication and 
the resulting contraction of our world, there has also 
grown the sense of mutual interest which a neigh- 
borhood always engenders. Arbitration has in many 
cases replaced the appeal to arms, and despite mutual 
Suspicions nations are apparently growing ready to 
refer their differences to a world court or to pledge 
each other not to appeal to war as a means of settling 
disputes. There has grown up also on the part of 
certain nations the recognition of the rights of weaker 
nations. 

If it be replied that self-interest operates in these 
advances, and that the reason why nations have grown 
less piratical is the increasing cost of piracy, the 
answer is that it makes very little difference what the 
causes are from which good morals emerge. When 
once a custom has been established one can forget its 
checkered pedigree. The significant thing is that it 
has been established. 

But the idealism of no nation will rise above the 
spirit of its people. It is just here that there appears 
the significance of the Christian church as the institu- 
tion pledged to the ideals and the attitudes of Jesus. 
Whatever its weaknesses and mistakes, organized 
Christianity has always held before the eyes of human- 
ity the picture of one who sought to benefit others 
at the expense of his own life. As this attitude 
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becomes socialized, it is not difficult to see it reappear- 
ing in various institutions of hfe. The last to be 
distinctly affected is the state, but even here the devel- 
opment of a sense of justice is traceable. It is to this 
development that we must look for the abolition of 
war. But war will not cease until these economic con- 
ditions from which it springs have themselves come 
under the censorship of the Christian attitude. It is 
as idle to think of stopping war while men are warlike 
and nations are acquisitive as it is to think of stopping 
pain while a man is diseased. The attitude of nations 
as well as of individuals must be purged of acquisitive- 
ness and brutality, and their relations with one another 
must come under the general law of love, that is to 
say, of group relations which make possible codpera- 
tive action. 

It is not enough to say that if a nation is composed 
of good people it will act wisely or altruistically. Even 
if all of its citizens were thoroughly Christian—a con- 
dition which is certainly contrary to fact—there would 
still be the problem of the corporate action of the 
entire nation. While the moral attitude and ideals of 
individuals must be high if a nation is to be genuinely 
moral, there still remains the task of Christianizing 
the attitude of governments. Politics, both national 
and international, must some day express the attitude 
of Jesus if civilization is to be a blessing. Just as 
in economic life, before a group morality developed, 
a man could be a good friend in noneconomic relations 
while a remorseless competitor in the field of business, 
so the people of a state may be kindly and philan- 
thropic outside the field of politics and at the same 
time warlike wherever national interests are affected. 
It is only as those higher attitudes which possess indi- 
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viduals are socialized and applied to relations in the 
large group of nations that the influence of Jesus will 
be felt in the institutions of a state. Expert knowl- 
edge of statecraft is necessary for the expression of 
such new national ideals. Good intentions are no 
absolute guaranty of the worth of policy. We need 
intelligent statesmanship for the technique of national 
relations just as truly as we need the nationalized 
Christian attitude to determine its policies. Among 
the first steps toward the accomplishment of such a 
rational and desirable end is to see to it that inter- 
national policies are set by departments of state 
rather than by those of war and navy. It can hardly 
be expected that professional interest in war should 
be an incentive to set up conditions which will end 
war. 

If one is to treat Jesus seriously, practical considera- 
tions should not distract attention from the heart of 
his message. That upon which Jesus relied as the 
divinely ordered social force is not sagacity but good- 
will. If the world’s experience counts for anything, 
no war can be fought except by cultivating hatred. 
However much our passions may be clothed in ideal- 
istic language, and however tragically necessary it 
may become, war at best can be justified only as 
a choice between two evils, and not between a good 
and an evil. The will to conquer means that a nation 
must abandon kindliness toward its enemy. Soldiers 
cannot be taught to love their enemies; their business 
is to kill them. Nations that go to war must abandon 
for the time being attempts at doing each other jus- 
tice; they must crush one another. And the psychol- 
ogy of hatred does not end with victory. It lives on, 
diverted from national enemies to any person or insti- 
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tution interfering with our individual or our class 
prejudices. Loyalty to one’s nation, readiness to go 
to war to protect the institutions which are the agen- 
cies of human sympathy and to prevent the destruc- 
tion of the accomplishments of democracy and devel- 
oping personal rights—these may sometimes be legiti- 
mate. But they are at best an unhappy adjustment 
of method to a purpose. To hate, to kill, to injure 
others, are not within the ideals of Jesus. A national- 
ism that relies upon such means to accomplish national 
power is not his. 


CHAPTER VIII 
JESUS AND THE CHURCH 


Jesus spoke even less about the church than about 
the state. The reason is plain—there was no church 4 
for him to discuss. Government, wealth, family, social 
customs were in his world, but that vast organization 
which bears his name had not yet been born. He did 
not contemplate founding a new religion and his 
immediate followers never detached themselves from 
their national faith. Jesus recognized the sanitary 
requirements of the Mosaic law,* the custom of offer- 
ing sacrifices.” He took part in the services of the 
synagogue and attempted to reform the administra- 
tion of the Temple area. He opposed religious teachers 
because they were making the law of no avail through 
their tradition.” He established a group within Juda- 
ism, which with difficulty came later to see that it 
could admit others than Jews. Only when, outside 
of Palestine, groups were formed of those who were 
not Jews did the movement which he had founded 
take on the aspect of a separate religion. There are 
only two of the sayings attributed to Jesus in which 
the word ecclesia, which came subsequently to mean 
organized Christianity, is used,* and in both cases the 
translation “group” or “community” is preferable to 


* Mk. 1:40-45; Lk. 17:11-19. ® Mk. 7:13; Matt. 15:6. 
? Matt. 5:23, 24. * Matt. /16°18; 18:17. 
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“church.” This group is the parent of the later church, 
but it is historically incorrect to read back into the 
little company of revolutionists to whom he was teach- 
ing goodwill the structure, the rites, the creeds, the 
priesthood, or the theology of later centuries. Within 
this group Jesus would have no social cleavage which 
orders involve. The kings of the Gentiles might have 
lordship over their subjects and those that exercised 
authority might be called benefactors, but it was not 
to be so with the Twelve, though they were to sit on 
thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel.” Those 
who wished to become first were to be the servants of 
all. They were all brothers.’ 

Certainly in its earliest forms the Christian move- 
ment was nontheological, nonecclesiastical, without 
priest or preacher, a group of people who believed that 
Jesus as the Christ was coming back to restore the 
kingdom of Israel and give them the joys which they 
already began to portray. They were generous, enthu- 
silastic, prayerful, and attentive to the teaching of the 
apostles. They did not break with the Temple or the 
synagogue. When, later, many little groups of be- 
lievers sprang up over the Roman Empire, the fact 
that they were not composed of Jews exclusively or 
at all naturally led to a need of rites and organization. 
But as the institution developed, the character of the 
Christians remained obvious to all. ‘Behold how these 
Christians love one another,’ was the comment of 
the non-Christian observer. The Christians regarded 
themselves, in fact, as constituting a third race, and 
they devoted themselves to acts of philanthropy. In 
the ancient world the social motivation that lies in 
love, and the pressure for organization which social 


® Lk. 22:25-30; Mk. 10:42-44. ®§ Matt. 23:8. 
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needs develop, were prevented from finding expression 
in society and the economic life, and naturally turned 
inward to the life of the Christian society itself. In 
consequence, when the Roman Empire collapsed the 
church found itself prepared to take up many of the 
social obligations which the Empire had abandoned. 
The pressure of circumstances, the violence of oppo- 
sition, the growing identification of ecclesiastical with 
technique, and such technique is a matter of science 
political interests, all tended to develop an institution 
which was not foreseen by Jesus himself. 

But, as has already appeared, the group was essen- 
tial to the plans of Jesus. Though the kingdom did 
not come as it expected, the group was the depository 
of his teaching, the conserver of the spiritual heritage 
of his influence.. And so it came about that, although 
we have no teaching of Jesus concerning the church, 
we have a vast amount of teaching by the church about 
Jesus. 


Ti 


Sooner or later goodwill becomes a problem of social 
rather than of motive. Roughly speaking, society 
breaks into two classes: those who wish to exploit 
their fellows and those who wish to codperate with 
them for the common good. It is true that these two 
motives often alternate in an individual’s life, but the 
one or the other becomes dominant whenever the 
interests of the individual are set up as rivals to those 
of the group to which he belongs. But how are those 
who really have goodwill to apply it? They cannot 
safely trust their prejudices and impulses. Of the 
various courses of action proposed, goodwill implies 
that the most effectively helpful be selected. The 
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father’s love for his sick child is not intelligent until 
he uses the best remedies. So in the case of those 
who wish to reproduce the attitude of Jesus. Good- 
will is a social leaven which must give rise to organ- 
ized customs and procedure. In a world growing ever 
more complicated, the organization of groups each 
having its particular function is the method by which 
humanity satisfies its multiplying needs. Social order 
is impossible without the state; sex-morality demands 
the family; economic life has its corporations and 
labor unions; education has its schools and universi- 
ties; the religion of Jesus has the church. 

Honesty compels the student of the teaching of 
Jesus to admit that as legislative directions for social 
life it is as yet impracticable. Society as we know it 
cannot be without divorce, a state cannot rest upon 
either passive acceptance or political indifference, eco- 
nomic life cannot exist on universal charity. Neither 
history nor rational hope for the future can see in 
to-day’s humanity a body of men and women unani- 
mously and sacrificially devoted to personal ends. 
Christians may hope that the kingdoms of this world 
may become the kingdoms of their God and of his 
Christ, but if they have any real understanding of 
human nature they have no right to expect that every 
man and woman will be swayed by the ideals of Jesus. 
This may be a lamentable fact, but any realistic esti- 
mate of the significance of Jesus in our world must 
not yield to myopic optimism. Jesus himself had no 
illusions as to human nature. He said frankly that 
the easy way and the broad gate were preferred by 
the multitude to the narrow way and the strait gate.’ 
No wealth of pious vocabulary can change the situa- 

“Matt. 73133) 14: 
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tion. Those who choose to see the world that should 
be in the world that is will find themselves gloomy 
spectators rather than participants in social progress. 
A Mishna, composed of the sayings of Jesus, would 
be far less practicable than the Mishna derived by the 
rabbis from the law of Moses. For while Moses was 
a statesman dealing with actual human conditions, 
Jesus was a champion of an absolute timeless ideal 
which he said would be put into operation only by 
those who dared to be martyrs. But if martyrdom 
became universal, how could social justice progress? 

The difficulty in treating Jesus’ sayings as social 
legislation has always been admitted. This will 
account for the inconsistencies on the part of those 
who choose this or that text as the center of a social 
system. Those who made celibacy and poverty indis- 
pensable for the imitation of their Master withdrew 
from the world, yet were forced to form economic 
groups in monasteries and convents. But they never 
expected that all humanity would become celibate or 
beggars. Saints needed sinners to continue the race 
and furnish means of support. Those who make 
Jesus’ sayings regarding nonresistance central have not 
undertaken either to be celibate or to give to all who 
ask alms. Men who wish to make Jesus into a social 
legislator invariably choose the particular saying they 
seek to obey. The grounds for their choice they do 
not state, for the man who undertakes to live by the 
law, whether it be that of Moses or Jesus or the United 
States of America, can have no higher law without 
abandoning his own position. 

But if Jesus’ teaching is not legislation, what is it? 
Exactly what it purports to be—teaching intended to 
evoke an attitude of soul. Jesus was no more a social 
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legislator because he talked about human _ hopes, 
religious trust, and absolute ideals toward which men 
should move than William Cullen Bryant was an orni- 
thologist because he wrote about a waterfowl, or 
Browning a music master because he wrote on Abt 
Vogler. The real social influence of Jesus to-day does 
not lie in his words but in men and women who 
endeavor to express in social relations and institutions 
the attitudes which he himself taught and embodied. 

Thus there must be within the group of groups we 
call Society one composed of persons who, with the 
enthusiasm of the revolutionists Jesus gathered about 
himself, will commit themselves to the adventure of 
reproducing in their lives, in their social relations and 
in all groups of which they are members the attitude 
of Jesus. Such a decision does not presuppose a tech- 
nical knowledge of economics or politics or any other 
science of human action. Those who compose such 
a group may be unlearned as well as scholars, poor 
as well as prosperous, married as well as single, little 
known as well as statesmen. Except in rare instances, 
they cannot separate themselves from social groups in 
which the complications of life have placed them. If 
they are wise they will not undertake to live as if 
society is what some day they hope it may become. 
They will not permit their faith in God to hypnotize 
them into forgetting that some of those before whom 
they are tempted to cast their pearls are swine, or that 
whoever would be as harmless as a dove needs to be as 
wise as a serpent. Much less will they think that love 
of itself will always show the way to safe conduct, or 
that good intentions guarantee good sense. | 

But despite all limitations which practical wisdom 
will set upon their hopes and conduct, they will none 
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the less be committed to following Jesus. And as 
such followers, they can see clearly that if his and their 
attitude could be socialized the problem of human wel- 
fare would not be answered by acquisitiveness and 
coercion, but by goodwill. 


It 


The church as an institution evolved from the group 
of revolutionists Jesus gathered to found a community 
of brothers. It must perpetuate and socialize that 
community’s spirit. 

However changed the Christian movement may 
have become as it has appropriated the customs of 
different epochs and ideas of other religions, it is none 
the less true that its central principle is that of loy- 
alty to the ideals of its founder. The fact that he 
refused to adjust his teachings to the civilization of 
his own day makes it all the more necessary for his 
modern followers to make the adjustment to our pres- 
ent situation. The real test of the vitality of a move- 
ment is precisely at the point where it attempts to 
adjust the ideals of the past to conditions in the 
present. 

The church as an institution has never been indif- 
ferent to social affairs, but historically viewed, its pri- 
mary purpose has been to mediate salvation from hell 
by pleading the merits of Christ before an angry God. 
The death of Christ has been less utilized as an incen- 
tive to sacrificial social-mindedness than as an agency 
by which the mercy of God can be gained. Indirectly 
it has been a constant suggestion to service and sacri- 
fice. Directly, however, it has too often been an 
agency of acquisitiveness—the getting of salvation. 
All efforts to stimulate organized Christianity to a 
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larger emphasis upon the social attitude of Jesus have 
been opposed by those to whom such a policy would 
have been expensive. Men have been ready to send 
missionaries to preach to non-Christian people a mes- 
sage of salvation from hell, but have not been ready 
to protect the same people from the curse of trade in 
narcotics or to check their governments in the seizure 
of land and the deposition of native governments. 
This is not to say that the church should be indifferent 
to the post mortem welfare of mankind, but it is to 
say that as an institution the Christian church has 
generally been slow to champion changes that in any 
way affected the economic or the political status quo. 

In a measure this hesitation is warranted. It is a 
dangerous thing to interfere with a going social order. 
In reform we need something more than a desire to 
remedy injustice. Only recall the effects of the undis- 
ciplined generosity of the French nobility on August 4, 
1789. It is hard for most people to realize that eco- 
nomic and political adjustments require as expert 
social technicians as do medicine or surgery. A man 
who would not think of permitting his neighbor to 
prescribe for a sick child will unhesitatingly adopt 
that neighbor’s theory as to money or the organization 
of government. ‘The church certainly cannot afford 
to commit itself to any program that will not bear 
scientific investigation. 

As one group among many it has its primary func- 
tion. If it is really loyal to Jesus it must stand for 
his conception that love is basic and that regardless 
of all social and cultural injustice men are free to make 
love effective. It must stimulate the sense of the 
divine presence and bring men into a realization of 
fellowship with the divine. But it cannot stop with 
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the same moral attitudes as those which Jesus himself 
embodied. It must convince the world not only of 
sin and righteousness and judgment, but also that love 
is a practicable basis for social relations. 

It cannot, however, perform such a function if it 
deals only with abstractions. It must itself be a sort 
of trial laboratory in which its own teachings are 
tested in its social organization, and it must act col- 
lectively where collective action is demanded in a 
moral crisis. 

It is to the credit of the church that, despite the 
tremendous pressure of brutality and ignorance with 
which mankind is handicapped, it has accomplished 
so much in these directions, but to a very considerable 
extent these accomplishments have been due to the 
trial and error method. We are too intelligent at the 
present time to adopt anything so costly. If love is 
sincere it will not be content until it has found the 
best and most efficient means of rendering service to 
others. The world is at the present time too intelli- 
gent to undertake in the name of religion to make any 
single saying of Jesus self-operative. If his attitude 
is to be expressed in social institutions, it can only 
be after intelligent investigation and scientific advice. 
Hospitals and medical training are just as truly the 
expression of his spirit as was washing one’s face in 
the pool of Siloam. So in government. A vote may 
be as much an expression of the Christian attitude 
as an unwillingness to lead revolt against a conqueror. 
A just levy of taxes, a recognition of human values 
in industry may be just as much the expression of his 
will as the giving of alms. Neither a man nor a com- 
munity can afford to let goodwill exclude scientific 
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ability in the choice of programs and techniques for 
group activity. 

In the last analysis social progress is not a matter 
of systems but of folks. And folks can be made 
brotherly in heart and codperative in action by an 
institution having such a function. For methods of 
action they and it can call upon the social sciences. 


III 

One aspect of the institutional technique of the 
Christian church is what is commonly known as social 
service. In this it is already being given scientific 
assistance. Alongside of the Christian ministry have 
grown up vocations which, far beyond the limits of 
church programs, deal with human welfare, charity, 
public recreation, and similar interests. The ministry 
no longer is the only calling in which the idealism of 
youth can find self-expression. Men and women pos- 
sessed of vicarious interest in human welfare are more 
numerous to-day than ever before, but they find a 
wide range of opportunity for self-expression. The 
church can now see in other agencies of human welfare 
fellow members of the vicarious tenth of society. 
Indeed, it suffers somewhat in the new competition, 
because men and women can serve their fellows 
through social agencies without committing themselves 
to theological tenets. 

The fact that so large a proportion of those adopt- 
ing the new social vocations come from the sphere of 
the church’s influence argues that Christianity is again 
finding new institutional expression. Nor is this any- 
thing revolutionary. The past four hundred years 
show a steady progress away from strictly ecclesiastical 
modes of expressing Christian attitudes. The Protes- 
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tant state churches, the Nonconformist Protestants, 
the Free Churches which developed in the eighteenth 
century, the Young Men’s and Young Women’s Chris- 
tian Associations, all mark stages in the process. The 
present organization of social service which so clearly 
represents the ethical ideals of Jesus is the contribu- 
tion of the twentieth century to institutional Chris- 
tianity. 

The present development of social agencies accord- 
ingly makes it unnecessary for the churches to carry 
on many community operations which formerly they 
alone were fitted to direct. Trained and specialized 
leadership can do these things much better than ama- 
teur altruists. 

But such a delegation of duty to the new agencies 
does not imply that the churches lack opportunities 
for equally intelligent social service. In them are 
activities and institutions which the community is not 
ready to establish, but which later it may take over. 
In the field of initial experiment the churches are not 
rivals or even competitors of other social agencies. 
They represent all the organized altruism many a com- 
munity possesses. Without them such altruism would 
be either dormant or without channels of expression. 
Cases in which social agencies are established in a 
community where there is no church are few. That 
institutions started by the church should pass into 
more specialized hands is to be expected, and, gener- 
ally speaking, hastened. But a community must have 
groups of altruistic citizens before it can have its own 
altruistic institutions. Men cannot gather social figs 
from individual thistles. 

Thus the relationship between social agencies and 
the church is reciprocal. Just as the church can fur- 
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nish men and women of goodwill and keep the fires of 
altruism burning by religious conviction, social agen- 
cies can serve the church even beyond acting as its 
agents. Indeed, they are already giving the church 
a conception of the content and the limitations of 
moral judgments. Our new knowledge of the blight 
resting upon ill-born, ill-nourished, and physically 
unfit children is certain to modify or make intelligible 
the church’s conception of sin. The more we know 
about pedigrees, the better we understand morality. 
Good lunches and good teeth make for good temper. 
Case study in mental hygiene, housing, the rescue of 
children from bad surroundings, and similar activities 
are all uniting to induce a conception of morality 
which is far less concerned with the Garden of Eden 
than with the town and the environment in which one 
lives. The prevention of tuberculosis and syphilis is 
quite as much an element of duty as the maintenance 
of church-going. Our growing understanding of actual 
human life is making it plain that the church cannot 
reduce sin and righteousness, forgiveness and regen- 
eration to a theological algebra. New moral ideals and 
new reconstructive methods are actually evolving from 
that estimate of individuals and society given by social 
science. 


IV 

The growth of social interest outside the church, 
however, emphasizes anew the fact that the church is 
to have a fundamentally religious function. True, a 
few radicals seem to hold that social and cutural activ- 
ity is the primary, if not the only, function of a church. 
They would substitute sociology and psychology for 
theology, and social activities, moving-pictures, basket- 
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ball games, political discussions, for the conventional 
activities of the church. Such a view deprives religion 
of any other than social validity and makes the church 
one social institution among many. 

Just as a few years ago we were told that eugenics 
was to accomplish more than the Ten Commandments, 
so now we are encouraged to believe that society will 
find some new technique for the church which will 
enable it to escape the evils of so-called supernatural- 
ism. This technique seems to be found pretty largely 
in the field of medicine and surgery, sanitation, amuse- 
ment, and recreation. In this pursuit of morals with- 
out God, and utopias without repentance, the churches 
are asked to join. It is of course conceded that they 
will at least for the present preserve vestigial religious 
organs, such as the choir, prayer-like meditation, an 
address, and a collection. But religion itself is to be 
a sociology and an ethic. 

If this conception of the function of the Christian 
church is correct, religion is psychopathic. The sooner 
such churches are replaced by frankly and consistently 
non-religious social agencies, the better. A church as 
a church loses its grip on humanity about in the same 
proportion as it fails to stand for something which 
is religious in the sense of a relation between man 
and that immanent reason, purpose, and love upon 
which he is dependent and from which he seeks to 
draw help. For this, if for no other reason, the church 
can be counted on to develop and advance a sound 
basis for the correct social attitude. It grounds its 
advocacy of justice and goodwill in God’s love. 
Whether or not individuals may be religious, no one 
can be so blind as to fail to see that this conception 
is tremendously dynamic. Furthermore, it is preserv- 
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ative of enthusiasm. Cynicism always besets those 
who are themselves devoted to the amelioration of 
human sin and stupidity. The church, if not the only, 
is certainly the chief agency for lifting social duty 
with its self-sacrifice from professional routine into 
human brotherhood. It is more blessed to give than 
to receive only when one feels the urge of love like 
that of Jesus. 

The church is a social institution in which group life 
is being educated in goodwill. But such a process 
needs something more than an institution content with 


social amelioration. The true descendants of the orig- 


inal group about Jesus will be those who possess some- 
thing of the revolutionary attitude. Not that they 
will wish to destroy violently existing institutions, but 
they will be adventurous, unwilling to progress by 
looking backward. ‘The institutions of religion are 
always in danger of becoming stereotyped, ministering 
to the status quo. The Christian church must inspire 
and educate men to sacrifice social status or economic 
privilege in the interests of others less happily situ- 
ated. True, great vested interests, whether ecclesiasti- 
cal or commercial, seldom surrender their advantages 
without struggle. The very success of the Christian 
movement has naturally gathered within itself, as 
Jesus foresaw, many who are not his true followers.* 
Too often the church as an organization has been on 
the defensive, holding its gates against the assault of 
evil rather than charging victoriously against the gates 
of hell. 

But there has always been a leaven of sacrificial] 
idealism within the mass of ecclesiastical organization. 


8 Matt. 14:47-50. Cf. also the “little apocalypse” of Matt. 25:31-46. 


Se 
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There have always been men who undertook to take 
Jesus seriously and whose faith was contagious and 
pervasive. It is they rather than the great mass of 
professional representatives of Jesus who really sig- 
nify. They are the city set on the hill; they are the 
lamp not placed under a bushel. To such persons the 
endeavor to reproduce the attitude of Jesus is not a 
drab duty but an inspiring opportunity. They really 
believe that love can be in some way institutionalized, 
and that the group as well as the individuals can 
express the spirit of Jesus. 

And why should they be mistaken? Is it not of 
the very genius of humanity to accomplish by group 
action what could never be within the power of indi- 
viduals, no matter how numerous? Human history 
does not tend toward mobs, but toward institutions. 
If the attitude of love is to express itself it cannot 
overlook this law of life. Cooperative action must 
express the same sort of ideals as that of the indi- 
vidual. Human life cannot dissociate itself from insti- 
tutions seeking to perpetuate the best experience and 
to make human conditions more personal. Nor can it 
fail to see the danger which lies in codperative action 
and institutions of the opposite sort. 

It is therefore a matter of course that there should 
be men and women down through the ages who, seeing 
the discrepancy between social policies and the ideal 
which Jesus committed to his community, have sought 
to make the church an agent of social transformation. 
Nor are they lacking to-day. Despite the blight of 
hatred and misunderstanding, of selfishness and sensu- 
ality, which has fallen upon so much of our world, the 
institutionalizing of the spirit of Jesus is not neg- 
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lected. Not only are individuals seeking to reproduce 
the attitude of Jesus, but they are expressing his atti- 
tude in their codperative activities. 

No man whose historical knowledge and ability is 
more than that of a vocabulary can fail to see the sig- 
nificance of the church as an institution in preserving 
and developing social ideals, social organization, and 
social rebirth. When one stops to consider the 
extraordinary cataclysms across which Christianity has 
carried humanity during the past two thousand years, 
its social capacity is amazing. Think only of the 
crisis which arose when a great and brilliant civiliza- 
tion disintegrated, cities disappeared, literature was 
destroyed, works of art were buried, political institu- 
tions were abandoned, citizens were massacred, and 
hordes of armed immigrants inherited a land they had 
conquered! Yet that was the crisis in civilization 
which the church had to face in the fourth and fifth 
centuries. The Dark Ages and the brutality of the 
Middle Ages are not chargeable to the church. They 
were the result of social forces which the church had 
to withstand and transform. And despite all difficul- 
ties, it did its work. The only learning was in its 
circles, the only social ideals were in its teaching, the 
only social service was in its institutions. But hardly 
had it made possible the wonderful thirteenth century, 
when the discovery of America and other causes 
brought about a complete dislocation of economic, 
political, and educational life. Again the church had 
to face a crisis such as no other religion has been 
able to face. Again the church survived and gave 
direction to the Renaissance and Revolutionary periods 
of the sixteenth century. So, too, when in the eight- 
eenth century the stress of the new industrial life in 
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Europe and America brought the middle class to 
power. This period of revolution was not merely polit- 
ical; it was still another shifting of the entire per- 
spective of life. At the start it seemed as if Chris- 
tianity was to give way to some sort of illumination, 
or philosophy, or proletarian impracticability; but 
great religious movements like those of the Metho- 
dists, Baptists, and Evangelicals of the Church of 
England produced men, cultivated attitudes of mind, 
and organized social agencies which lie at the bottom 
of the social welfare program of modern times. 

But in all this activity the church has not relied 
merely on social technique. It has had power to 
minister to social needs because it has stood for the 
cosmic reason working in evolution, for God in human 
life, for dynamic morals rather than social conventions, 
and above all, because it sought, with such intelligence 
as culture permitted, to institutionalize the attitude 
of Jesus. Relieved from the pressure of innumerable 
social duties, the church can more effectively devote 
itself to its own task of producing men and women of 
faith and goodwill and of training them in the art of 
cooperative living in areal world. It can thus become 
the manual-training school of social life rather than 
the exclusive agent of social service. 

Nor is this all. Back of every institutional activity 
there lies some spiritual force without which the insti- 
tutions themselves would decline. Persons devoted to 
the details of administration put on the protective 
covering of unsentimental impersonality. It is fortu- 
nate that this is the case. No social worker could 
endure prolonged contact with misery, sorrow, and 
want without this instinctive method of protection. 
But humanity is more than its instincts and its bodies. 
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Behaviorism is only a half-truth. We believe in jus- 
tice and kindliness and the worth of our fellow men. 
Any institution which can produce people of goodwill 
is indispensable if society is to grow better. The 
community of those seeking to embody the attitudes 
of Jesus is this sort of institution par excellence. Pos- 
sessed now of trustworthy means for expressing good- 
will in society, it can safely stimulate sympathy and 
sacrificial social-mindedness. 

Goodwill itself demands a basis. Why should the 
strong organize to care for the weak, or the fortunate 
to care for the unfortunate, unless there be some 
fundamental reason for this violation of the law of the 
survival of the physically fittest to survive? In 
humanity there must be something even more fit than 
strength, else our care for the weak and for the 
diseased, the depressed and the dependent, may be only 
a weakening of the race itself. Regard for human 
welfare implies that human welfare is worth preserv- 
ing. 

An institution which seeks to make men more 
brotherly by inculeating the ethical message of Jesus 
and his faith in the God of love will furnish the 
material for a new society. Agencies for rendering 
social service will organize this material and train it 
for service. Both alike heartily codperating in the 
pursuit of fraternity can lead men not only to 
ameliorate human ills but to set up social practices 
which shall evolve more normal, more permanent, and 
more equitable relations between men. Upon such 
cooperation our confidence in a better social order can 
hopefully rest. For the recognition that social service 
is a means rather than a goal will accustom our world 
to that attitude of mind and that social behavior which 
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individuals and classes and nations must possess if 
ever that glad day is to dawn when mankind realizes 
that it is more blessed to give justice than to fight for 
rights. 


V 

If the church is really to institutionalize the spirit 
and the attitude of Jesus it must be more than one of 
many agencies of scientific social technique. By its 
origin and history it stands committed to a faith in 
God as love. Only thus can it be said to have the mind 
of Christ. And only as it makes such faith contagious 
and controlling is it following in his way. 

The difficulty in such a belief is evident enough, for 
it involves one’s attitude toward concrete life. If God 
is good, can he be really all-powerful? If he were, 
would he permit men to suffer? If he were both good 
and powerful, how can one explain the crimes and 
merciless brutality of men who thought they were 
doing him service? The thinkers of the church have 
always recognized these difficulties. Conceiving God 
as an absolute sovereign, it was incredible to them that 
he should not punish the ways that in their opinion 
had become rebellious. That he had shown his love 
was evident, they believed, but there lingered within 
their minds the suspicion that in some way his 
sovereignty might have been impaired. To meet this 
difficulty they turned to Jesus, and in the field of trans- 
cendentalized politics magnified his spirit of love. It 
was he, because he loved the world, that bore the sins 
of the world. 

That such a theology did not always produce the 
attitude of Jesus in the minds of his followers was due 
partly to the fact that they still thought of God as an 
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absolute sovereign, and partly to their prescientific 
ignorance of group morality. To no small degree the 
same difficulty persists to-day in the minds of many 
persons. ‘They are ready to have Jesus pay the debt 
they owe to God, but they do not see that a similar 
attitude toward all aspects of life is involved in their 
loyalty to him. Much less do they realize that faith 
in God as Father involves something of tremendous 
significance to all social relations. Theology here has 
not adequately represented Jesus. He was not con- 
cerned to prove that the Father was unbegotten. To 
him God was no metaphysical problem, but one to be 
trusted in serene confidence that his will was good. 
For this the church ought to stand, not only in the 
case of individuals, but in the case of group action. To 
express this attitude in social activity is something 
more than to relieve the unfortunate. It is to remove 
the causes that produce human suffering. It is not 
enough to play the Good Samaritan on the road from 
some Jerusalem to some Jericho—the road itself should 
be policed. It is not enough to save brands from the 
burning—we must put out the fire. 

As one among many social institutions the church 
cannot be indifferent to the fact that if an individual 
is to be personal he must act from within some group. 
Even in his conflict with group attitudes he must find 
others with whom he can cooperate. The history of 
humanity is not written in terms of individuals or of 
society, but in individuals in society. Any religious 
organization that disregards the ethical nature of group 
action is attempting to set up a reform against nature. 

Yet caution is here imperative. In our partially 
democratized world individuals can carry into one 
group the attitudes which have been evoked and cul- 
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tivated in another. In fact, one of the chief char- 
acteristics of democracy is the membership in groups 
with different functions. The multiplicity of such 
relationships is quite as important as the freedom of 
membership in any single group. In democracy, 
theoretically at least, the boundary of interest of one 
group is not to be the same as that of other groups. 
Freedom and equality are threatened when member- 
ship in one group is made the condition of membership 
in another. It is this danger that the church con- 
stantly faces. On the one hand a religious organiza- 
tion may try to control other institutions and insist 
that political or other preferences must be determined 
by religious relations. This would lead to precisely the 
sort of thing against which Jesus warned his disciples, 
that is, the use of coercion for furthering good ends. 
The passions engendered by religion are as strong as 
those aroused by sex or desire for property. When by 
any chance ‘they become identified with other social 
interests, violence and suffering become unendurable. 
‘There is no ‘more terrible person than the man who 
believes that it is the will of his God that he make 
other people suffer because of religious error. 

It is therefore with great hesitation that the church 
should undertake to act in other than religious and 
moral fields. Its main object is to utilize the group 
spirit for the purpose of religious experience, to estab- 
lish an institution in which there may be moral instruc- 
tion in the ideals and attitudes of Jesus, and one which 
at the same time can give a sort of manual training in 
the principles it is inculcating. 

And yet, as a group within other groups, it has the 
obligation not simply to train individuals in attitudes 
which can be expressed in their social relations, but 
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also to act as a group having relation with other groups. 
The past few years have seen very considerable expres- 
sion of a public opinion of the different church organi- 
zations on social matters. The sublime faith in the 
love of God which the Christian community inherits 
from its founder constitutes the social gospel. Too 
often men have forgotten this confidence in listening 
to the call of duty. Unless the church stands for this 
it will lose its vitality and significance. Its social 
message is not primarily to the unprivileged to acquire 
privilege, but to those who have privilege to trust in 
the practicability of love and to share with those with 
less privilege. Safety and comfort may lie in other 
directions. It is easier to promise heaven to dissatis- 
fied wage earners than to raise their wages. It is easier 
to transfer denominational enthusiasm to nonchristian 
lands than to rectify the conditions of life among coal- 
miners and steel-workers. It is easier to repeat the 
Apostles’ Creed than to help bear the cross of the 
Master of the Apostles. If the church as.an institution 
is to be loyal to Jesus it must not let ignorance set 
bounds to this loyalty. It must transform social forces. 

It is therefore only what might have been expected 
that, over against the inherited view of the function 
of the churches, we should find a rapidly growing 
appreciation of their social obligations. The develop- 
ment of social work has reacted upon them, and to a 
considerable degree churches have begun to represent 
new social interests. The conception of religious edu- 
cation has materially broadened. It is no longer a 
mere teaching of the Bible, the catechism, and the 
“lesson helps,” but a seeking to develop moral attitudes 
within all the spheres of life. If the nineteenth- 
century church discovered the needs of childhood, the 
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twentieth century has discovered the needs of children. 
Kindergartens, nurseries, parents’ classes, are growing 
common. Many churches have a complete outfit for 
community centers with the necessary apparatus for 
athletics, sociability, dramatics, and, of course, for 
dining; for if the kingdom of God is not eating and 
drinking, the modern church has learned to line the 
road to it with opportunities for the saints to refresh 
themselves. Quite as striking is the widespread avowal 
of loyalty to the Christ-spirit in wider social and eco- 
nomic fields. Denomination after denomination has 
adopted or enlarged the social creed drawn up by the 
Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America. 
Although reactionaries may protest, and the elder 
statesmen of Christendom may warn, the generation 
now coming on to the stage of church life is full of 
social spirit. 

When men first began to see this it was natural that 
they should trust too much to social organization and 
think it easier to convert humanity en masse than to 
induce individuals to accept whole-heartedly the ideals 
of Jesus. Sociology seemed an easier route than the 
way of religious experience. When it ended in the 
wilderness of human obstinacy, it was natural for men 
who had supposed social Christianity to be a substitute 
for personal religious living to grow uneasy. The king- 
dom of God they expected did not immediately appear. 
Only thus can one explain the present reactionary atti- 
tude of many preachers. But even they cannot repro- 
duce the attitude of half a century ago. They are 
right in insisting that God must work in individual 
hearts and that there is no mechanical way in which 
to produce virtue. Those who really understood Jesus 
have always urged such religious individualism. We 
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shall not lose our present apprehension of the social 
bearing of faith in God. We can no more revert to an 
atavistic individualism in religion than in business. 
The church has not been moving in circles but in 
spirals. If it looks out upon the worth of the indi- 
vidual with renewed interest in a mystical expression 
of the experience of religion, it sees this truth from a 
new elevation. The motives and the faith of Jesus 
we have come to see are not limited to individual men 
and women, but are equally applicable to the action 
of groups. For them, too, the church has a message 
of hope born of its faith in God and the consequent 
practicability of goodwill. An ideal incapable of 
dominating group action will inevitably lose its power 
with individuals. 

Such a social gospel does not carry with it a program 
of economic or political activity. The church is not 
an economic or political institution. Administrative 
policies in these fields must be set up by men who not 
only have goodwill, but have also expert knowledge 
and experience. But none the less it does promise 
success to group altruism. In an issue among classes 
and nations which demands choice between a policy 
that is selfish and one less selfish, between one that 
seeks to give justice and one which seeks to maintain 
a privilege, the church as the institutional exponent of 
the principles of Jesus cannot safely hesitate. It can- 
not be silent when silence means consent to injustice 
or cowardice. There is no moral doubt as to the wrong 
in relying upon war as a method of settling inter- 
national disputes, or as to the need of regulating the 
labor of women and children and the length of the 
working day, or as to the right of labor to collective 
bargaining. Why should not organized Christianity 
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champion—as it has—the better way? ‘The position 
of organized Christianity here is the same as in its use 
of science. Religion did not give men the belief in 
the flat earth or the round earth. That was given by 
those who were regarded as having scientific authority. 
Similarly as regards the organization of social processes. 
In the one case as in the other, the church as the repre- 
sentative of fraternity must stand committed to that 
in group action which is nearer to wisdom. Radicals 
and all others incapable of seeing that men must act as 
members of groups and that social transformation is a 
process may grow impatient with the inability of men 
to apply absolutely the sayings of Jesus to a modern 
world. The probability is that the church is too 
cautious in some of its social sympathies, but that it 
has an institutional duty of bringing the conviction as 
to the goodwill of God to other groups is certain. And 
on all sides one can see the response to this conception. 
However much those out of sympathy with the church 
may publish its shortcomings, the fact remains that 
within the church there are those who increasingly see 
that the attitude of Jesus must be and can be embodied 
in the attitude and official votes of that body of men 
who stand committed to the belief that God’s will is a 
good will and that preparation for enjoying the bless- 
ings of goodwill consists in acting in accordance with it 
both individually and collectively. Here again prac- 
tical experience is showing that attitudes are more 
than epigrams and that the reproduction of the atti- 
tude of Jesus is not independent of group action and 
the laws of social evolution. 


CHAPTER IX 
THE SOCIAL GOSPEL OF JESUS 


Doss the result of our study of the social teaching 
of Jesus seem vague rather than practical? We have 
been told so many times that we are to go to him for 
directions in our social life that it may be disappointing 
to find him so lacking in specific counsel. Yet lacking 
» in such counsel he is. Our age is industrial; his was 
agricultural and commercial. To-day women have the 
rights of persons; in his day they were under the con- 
trol of father or husband. We enjoy—and endure— 
democracy, the sovereignty of the people; in the days 
of Jesus such a political conception was not even 
dreamed. We are aware of social processes and inquisi- 
tive as to the influences operative in human life; Jesus 
believed that history was to end and a new era begin 
by the interposition of God. Such contrasts make 
specific directions impracticable. Had Jesus told the 
people of his day how to live he would have told the 
people of this day how not to live. He never showed 
more wisdom than in his silence. 

It may have been some instinctive recognition of 
these incongruities that has kept the Church move- 
ment from attempting to organize social customs and 
social practices by a literal application of the teaching 
of Jesus. His words have been judged too poetical for 
such application. Christian teachers and thinkers have 
set forth the significance of Jesus himself rather than 

146 
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his specific teachings. So far has it been from being 
a mistake for Christianity to make the personality of 
Jesus superior to his isolated sayings that an attempt 
to do the opposite would repeatedly have checked 
progress toward larger personal freedom. The entire 
experience of the Christian centuries points to the 
necessity of the use of Jesus as something more than ~ 
a teacher. Every age, like his first disciples, must view 
him as one who contributed to human society a life 
and an attitude rather than a philosophy and a system. 

Jesus has had more than a casual influence on civili- 
zation. Whatever be one’s theology, however far 
removed one may be from sympathy with the Christian 
church, the influence of Jesus is unescapable. History 
with him is not the same as history without him. 
When all allowance has been made for human frailties 
among Christians and generous justice has been ren- 
dered to other religions, still the sensational fact 
remains that modern civilization originated and devel- 
oped among his followers in Western Europe and 
America. Imperfect though they are, the social insti- 
tutions which are now transforming all human life bear 
the impress of his personality. To ignore Jesus is to 
ignore history. The very social atmosphere is charged 
with the memory of his sacrifice. The more men dis- 
trust formal Christianity the larger bulk the figure of 
its Founder and the group which he founded as the 
conservator of his teachings and spirit. 

Such facts make it imperative to treat Jesus seri- 
ously. Men have always turned to him when guidance 
and courage were needed. In days when citizens were 
excluded from politics and social reform, they found 
him in metaphysics. When the Heavenly Father was 
all but obscured by the brutality of medieval society 
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they found in him the crucified and atoning Savior. 
He has been the companion of the martyr, the sans 
culotte of the French revolutionist, the brother of the 
democrat. In our own day, men who feel themselves 
all but lost in the labyrinth of our social order look 
to him for guidance. But the one whom they seek is 
not the documentary problem of criticism, the syn- 
thetic myth of archzology, the personalized covenant of 
dogmatic theology, the gentlemanly martyr of roman- 
tic liberalism. The one real Jesus is the Jesus of 
history and the Jesus in history. And he is more than 
the Jesus of the gospels. 

Two thousand years afford opportunity for once com- 
manding figures to disappear into the mists of history 
and archeology. Few of the great men of the days of 
Jesus are now more than names symbolizing certain 
qualities. ven in our schools and colleges epoch- 
makers like Julius Caesar, Augustus, and Marcus 
Aurelius seem hardly more than wraiths temporarily 
materialized in class examinations. But the characters 
which have enriched human lives with the gift of dis- 
cipline or religious hope still sway human life. 
Gotama, Confucius, Mahomet—these still live in their 
followers. But compared with these historic persons 
Jesus is unique. He has become more than a long since 
dead individual who left words which are to be remem- 
bered and an organization which exists apart from him. 
His teachings have influence to-day as truly as those 
of Confucius, his inner experience is even more sanely 
individual than that of Gotama, he founded a great 
movement like Mahomet. Yet he is different from 
them all. His personality is more potent, his life is 
more exemplary, and his death is the center of the 
ritual and theology of a civilization that is transform- 
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ing humanity. He has been built into history as an 
influence rather than a biography. 

The age Jesus taught has long since passed, but his 
attitude is still a social heritage of direction and inspir- 
ation. To make this heritage available for a world so 
different from that in which Jesus himself lived is a) 
matter of correct method and sacrificial social-minded- ° 
ness. If the test of loyalty to him be the literal fol- 
lowing of specific sayings in the gospels the whole 
Christian world would write itself down as hypocritical. 
But Jesus has done more than any lawgiver could do. 
He has contributed not only to the ideals but to the 
very dynamic of social life. His real influence is not 
dependent upon historical circumstances, Jewish civili- 
zation, or messianic expectations as to the future. As 
we have already seen, it is born of his own conception 
of his life experience as an interpretation of the true 
character of God, and it has grown as he has grown. 

This social significance of Jesus involves three funda- 
mental principles implicit in his ideal and attitude. In 
them is his social gospel. 


I 

Human life is not under the sole control of economic 
forces. Economic determinism or any other type of 
mechanistic philosophy is impossible for one who, like 
Jesus, believes in the loving care of God. There is no 
small need of this emphasis in our day. It is alto- 
gether too easy to draw our analogies of human life 
from the physicist’s laboratory and the machine shop. 
Even when men turn psychologists they often seem to 
be more interested in glands and reflexes than in the 
autonomy of the spirit. Biological chemistry has weak- 
ened confidence in the worth of the human personality 
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which a belief in immortality implies. The statistical 
study of social groups and the attempt to legislate men 
out of their vices have been expressions of a sense of 
impotence of the individual in the midst of social 
forces. | 

Over against all this is the conception of Jesus as 
to the place of goodwill and loving purpose in human 
life. There is no compromise between his view of the 
world and the mechanistic or deterministic. With him 
there is freedom and hope for men however socially 
submerged or economically dependent. They, too, 
may share in spiritual goods. 

Chief among the basic desires of men Jesus would 
class the desire to know God, to know him not merely 
as a truth or principle, but personally. The ery of 
Philip, “Show us the Father,’ * was the outburst of 
humanity’s heart, and the answer it drew forth has 
satisfied generations. And although Jesus does not 
describe with any detail the nature of this want of a 
more perfect knowledge of God, and treats it more as 
a need than as a desire, it is always present as a postu- 
late controlling his preaching and life.“ He had come 
that men might receive the divine life abundantly. 

Whenever men grow confused about God and shrink 
from considering him personally they part with Jesus. 
The God he sets forth is not a personification of social 
values, an impersonal force, a half-distrusted response 


* Luke 12:15. 

* John 16:8-10. In this connection one recalls the eagerness 
with which Jesus is said to have met an honest seeker after truth 
like Nathaniel and Thomas, Zacchzeus and Martha, as well as the 
earnestness, not to say severity, with which he answered those whose 
ignorance was in part due to their own failure to follow their better 
instincts, as Nicodemus and Philip. Compare also the philosophy 
by which the Fourth Gospel accounts for the presence or absence of 
the faith that accepts Jesus, John 3:18-21. 
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from forces upon which men feel themselves dependent 
in their search for something they desire. Jesus was no 
more a theological humanist than he was a philo- 
sophical determinist. He believes in a Father who 
cares for nature and human needs and social institu- 
tions. He can bring to pass results beyond the power 
of men. To him men may confidently pray, and for} 
his establishment of a kingdom in which goodwill shall 
be supreme they may hopefully wait. If such a reli- 
gious faith seems naive to the sophisticated, he would 
have no quarrel with Jesus, for Jesus said that a man 
had to take the attitude of a child to appreciate the 
good news of a spiritual order and a loving God which 
he announced. Every follower of his must be pos- 
sessed of the revolutionary and adventurous rather 
than the scientific psychology. 


II 


Jesus’ teaching leads to a unification of the per- 
sonality in social relations. It seems clear from a study 
of many instances that moral habits gained in one 
sphere of conduct do not always carry over into ° 
another. A man, for instance, will be honest in his 
business and be ready to cheat the railroad company » 
out of his fare. Indeed, it has become a moot question 
whether disciplines can be transferred and there is any 
such thing as habit as distinct from habits. It is pre-}- 
cisely upon this that Jesus insists. To him life is not 
atomistic. Habits are to be genetically the outcome of 
a dominant attitude. Could anything be plainer than 
in the instance of the rich young man who had all 
sorts of good habits but who lacked a unifying atti- 
tude? The difference between such a view and that 
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of the behaviorist is clear enough. Its importance in 
the development of a social ethics is equally clear. A 
person dominated by the faith and hope of Jesus has 


_ been reborn into spiritual unity. Dissociated motives 
' and localized habits have been replaced by a dominant 
' attitude or mind-set toward the ideal of a social good. 


The significant fact, however, is that this ideal of Jesus 
is not abstract but concrete. Its morality furnishes a 
basis for education in actual conduct. Jesus thus makes 


(prominent social rather than metaphysical goals. 


Neither the state nor society, abstract goodness nor 
duty, but a more personal because a more social indi- 
vidual, is the end of the quest for perfection. His 
teaching as to love, expressed in other words, means 
that social relations are functional, serving the progress 
of spiritual and personal values of the individual. 

For Jesus trusted the inherent powers and capacities 
of the race. The ideal he portrayed was not intended 
for creatures less or more human than the restless men 
with whom he associated and out of whom he formed 
his following. Individual and social regeneration is 
possible because man and society are inherently saly- 
able. And deep in the heart of a humanity that could 
be saved were its wants. Not that Jesus ever formally 
classifies them. Indeed he can hardly be said to recog- 
nize all their categories. But nevertheless he pre- 
supposes them. In his estimation they are in them- 
selves morally neutral, yet according to the relative 
importance assigned to each of them they may express 
either a healthy or decadent personality. It is in this 
perspective in which he sees the various wants of 
men that Jesus shows the instinct of the practical man 
and not that of the fanatic. Thus in the case of purely 
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physical wants, with a characteristic loyalty to his 
anti-ascetic ideals, Jesus assumes the legitimacy of the 
child’s ery for food,’* bids his disciples pray for bread,’ 
and pities a multitude which he saw grow faint with 
hunger.” Yet physical wants are inferior to many 
others. Man is not to live by bread alone,’ and 
spiritual intensity might altogether lift one, as it did 
himself, quite above mere physical hunger.” One of 
the sharpest rebukes he ever administered to his dis- 
- ciples was occasioned by their crass misinterpretation 
of one of his sayings as a caution against certain classes 
of bakers from whom they might be tempted to buy 
bread.” The same is true of all economic wants. Who 
better than Jesus ever appreciated the power of a 
merchant’s desire to succeed in business,’ or of a 
laborer’s passion for a larger wage? °° The Heavenly 
Father knows his children have need of food and 
raiment,’ but just for that very reason men are not to 
make the search for them the chief end in life. A 
man’s life does not consist in the abundance of things 
that he possesses. 

The satisfaction, not of these lower wants, but of 
those other and higher desires for the more personal 
experiences of life, is in the new order of life. 
Men are not to be compelled to be good, but their 
desires are to lead them to goodness, or, if the desire 
be lacking, are to be convinced of the sin of the lack. 
Not obedience, but loving impulse, is the key to a uni- 
fied character. 


* Matt. 7:9. 8 Matt. 16:5-12; Mk. 8:14-21. 
* Matt. 6:11. ®° Matt. 13:45 

5 Matt. 15:32; Mark 8:3. 10 Matt. 20 :2sq. 

* Matt. 4:4. wIMatL. | Gidl, oe; JD, O24. 


7 Jn. 4:31-34. 
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III 
In the third place, Jesus teaches that goodwill is a 
practicable basis upon which to build human society. 
If individuals suffer in the attempt to live in accord- 
ance with such a conviction, it is either because they 
are indifferent to group solidarity or they are victims 
of those who prefer rights to giving justice. It would 
seem that such a major premise for organizing life 
and building social institutions would be accepted by 
those who have seen in him the incarnation of the Son 
of God, of the same substance as the Father, very God 
of very God, begotten, not made. But a theology has 
to be touched with social passion if it 1s to become a 
basis controlling social action. Most of us are too 
much like Peter, who in one breath declared his belief 
that Jesus was the Christ and in the next breath told 
him that his views were false. Nor can it be denied 
that it sometimes is difficult to admit that the main- 
tenance of prejudice and privilege is not righteous. 
But it is one thing to be just and another thing to be 
fraternal and forgiving. If one does not believe that 
Jesus actually is setting forth a sane and healthy social 
principle, his Christology will be no more potent in 
social reorganization to-day than it was in the fifth 
century, when devotion to the Nicene Creed did not 
prevent the collapse of a civilization. Jesus was right 
when he insisted that unless one really believed that he 
was telling truth and organized life in accordance with 
his teachings, one would be as unstable as a house built 
upon sand. 3 
Undeniably it is at this point that the real test 
faces modern men. Do they really believe that it is 
* possible to organize society on the principles of Jesus? 
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Do they actually believe that acquisitiveness and 
hatred, the struggle to preserve rights, the refusal to 
democratize privilege are unsafe bases upon which to 
found society? Ten thousand years of human history 
ought to have made this plain, but the world still 
stands hesitant before treating the ideal of Jesus seri- 
ously. But no amount of respectability or orthodoxy 
or piety can be a substitute for such an attitude in our 
day any more than in the days of the Pharisees. 

At all events, whether men dare accept it or not, 
whether the church makes it central or not, whether it 
seem true or not, Jesus taught that love is a practicable 
basis upon which to build human relations. Once let 
humanity actually believe this and the perspective of 
values will be changed. Giving justice will replace 
fighting for rights; the democratizing of privilege will 
replace the manipulation of social advantages; the 
humanizing of necessary economic processes will 
replace the exploiting of human life in the interests of 
wealth or pleasure. 


It is a lordly act when for the good of the smaller 
and greater communities in which one lives this con- 
fidence in the teaching of Jesus is made supreme. Such 
followers of Jesus as make this decision may differ as 
to methods, but they can have no question as to prin- 
ciple; they may balance the call to martyrdom by the 
call to self-sacrificing moral education, but they will 
not deny their Master; they may differ as to theologies 
and ecclesiastical rites, but they will have one faith in 
the trustworthiness of the Founder of the movement 
to which they belong. Within that movement there 
will be education, art, philosophy, and _ scientific 
research; there will be social institutions and 
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ambitious altruism; but these all will be controlled 
by that central attitude which Jesus described and so 
uncompromisingly embodied. His followers will pos- 
sess the zest of the revolutionist, the painstaking 
method of the technician, the goodwill of the Heavenly 
Father. But the greatest of these will be goodwill. 
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Revolution, 24; content of, 
26sq. 

Attitudes, 53; those condemned 
by Jesus, 50, 56sq.; those em- 
phasized by Jesus, 44, 63. 


Church, develops from the move- 
ment founded by Jesus, 121sq.; 
a necessary institution, 126; 
and social reform, 127sq.; as a 
social institution, 134, 136sq., 
140, 142sq. 

Coercion, opposed by Jesus, 89. 

Communism, not taught by 
Jesus, 98. 
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ings of Jesus, 93, 101. 


Family, divine origin of, 77; 
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of Messianic expectation, 38sq.; 
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a movement, 41, 42, 44sq., 60; 
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49; expects immediate coming 
of Kingdom of God, 35sq., 62; 
not an ascetic, 66; respect for 
conventionalities, 67; not a 
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ception of, 34sq., 38, 60. 


Love, as taught by Jesus, 55, 63; 
bearing on the family, 86; on 
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Marriage, divine origin of, 77; 
not supreme good, 79. 
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Politics, bearing of the teaching about Jesus, 146sq.; its three 

of Jesus upon, 113. fundamental principles in the 
teaching of Jesus, 149sq. 

Revolution, psychology of, 18, Social Service and the Church, 


23; in Judea, 16sq. 130sq. 
Revolutionists, in Judea, 22. Socialism, not taught by Jesus, 
Rome, 14. 97sq. 

State, no teaching of Jesus con- 
Satan, Kingdom of, 47. cerned, 105, 107, 111sq. 
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Social Gospel, 142; centered Wealth, right use of, 91sq. 
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